
Bicycle and  
Pedestrian Gap 

Study

April 2015



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



 

 i 

Table of Contents 
1.0 Executive Summary ......................................................................................................................... 1-1 

2.0 Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 2-1 

2.1 Purpose .................................................................................................................................. 2-2 

3.0 Existing Conditions ........................................................................................................................... 3-1 

3.1 Summary of Non-Motorized Transportation Plans ................................................................. 3-1 
3.1.1 First Coast Regional Greenways & Trails Plan ......................................................... 3-1 
3.1.2 Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan ................................................................. 3-2 

3.2 Existing Conditions Mapping .................................................................................................. 3-3 
3.2.1 Bicycle Facilities ........................................................................................................ 3-3 
3.2.2 Pedestrian Facilities .................................................................................................. 3-4 

4.0 Level of Service Analysis ................................................................................................................. 4-1 

4.1 Bicycle Methodology .............................................................................................................. 4-1 
4.1.1 Bicycle Results .......................................................................................................... 4-2 

4.2 Pedestrian Methodology ......................................................................................................... 4-3 
4.2.1 Pedestrian Results .................................................................................................... 4-4 

4.3 Level of Service Data Source ................................................................................................. 4-6 

5.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Demand ...................................................................................................... 5-1 

5.1 Methodology ........................................................................................................................... 5-1 

5.2 2010 Estimated Demand ........................................................................................................ 5-2 

5.3 2040 potential Demand .......................................................................................................... 5-3 

6.0 Crash and Safety Analysis ............................................................................................................... 6-1 

6.1 Temporal Trends .................................................................................................................... 6-2 
6.1.1 Day of Week .............................................................................................................. 6-3 
6.1.2 Month ........................................................................................................................ 6-4 
6.1.3 Month and Year ......................................................................................................... 6-5 
6.1.4 County and Year ....................................................................................................... 6-6 

6.2 Time of Day ............................................................................................................................ 6-7 
6.2.1 Overall ....................................................................................................................... 6-7 
6.2.2 Bicycle ....................................................................................................................... 6-9 
6.2.3 Pedestrian ............................................................................................................... 6-10 

6.3 Conditions ............................................................................................................................ 6-12 
6.3.1 Weather ................................................................................................................... 6-12 
6.3.2 Road Surface .......................................................................................................... 6-13 
6.3.3 Light ......................................................................................................................... 6-14 
6.3.4 Side of Road ............................................................................................................ 6-15 

6.4 Contributing Causes ............................................................................................................. 6-17 
6.4.1 Bicycle ..................................................................................................................... 6-17 
6.4.2 Pedestrian ............................................................................................................... 6-18 

6.5 Crash Clusters ...................................................................................................................... 6-19 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  ii 

Table of Contents (Cont.) 
7.0 Gap Prioritization .............................................................................................................................. 7-1 

7.1 Prioritization Protocol ............................................................................................................. 7-1 
7.2 Bicycle Gap Methodology....................................................................................................... 7-2 
7.3 Bicycle Gap Results ............................................................................................................... 7-3 
7.4 Pedestrian Gap Methodology ................................................................................................. 7-3 
7.5 Pedestrian Gap Results ......................................................................................................... 7-3 
7.6 Application of Results ............................................................................................................. 7-4 

 

Tables 
Table 1:  Detailed Corridor Evaluation Priority Rankings ................................................................. 3-2 
Table 2:  District Two Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities on State Roads .......................................... 3-5 
Table 3:  Bicycle Level of Service Determination ............................................................................. 4-2 
Table 4:  LOS E and F Road Segments for Bicycles ........................................................................ 4-3 
Table 5:  LOS E and F Road Segments for Pedestrians .................................................................. 4-5 
Table 6:  LOS E Road Segments for Bicycles and Pedestrians ....................................................... 4-6 
Table 7:  Total Analyzed Crashes  (2008 through 2012) .................................................................. 6-1 
Table 8:  Top Five District Two Bicycle Crash Clusters .................................................................. 6-20 
Table 9:  Top Five District Two Pedestrian Crash Clusters ............................................................ 6-20 
Table 10:  Gap Prioritization Tier Determination .............................................................................. 7-2 
Table 11:  Gap Prioritization Tier Determination .............................................................................. 7-3 

 

 

  



 

 iii 

Graphs 
Graph 1:  Bicycle Crashes by Year .................................................................................................. 6-2 

Graph 2:  Pedestrian Crashes by Year ............................................................................................ 6-3 

Graph 3:  Bicycle Crashes by Day of Week ..................................................................................... 6-3 

Graph 4:  Pedestrian Crashes by Day of Week ................................................................................ 6-4 

Graph 5:  Bicycle Crashes by Month ................................................................................................ 6-4 

Graph 6:  Pedestrian Crashes by Month .......................................................................................... 6-5 

Graph 7:  Bicycle Crashes by Month and Year ................................................................................ 6-5 

Graph 8:  Pedestrian Crashes by Month and Year ........................................................................... 6-6 

Graph 9:  Bicycle Crashes by County and Year ............................................................................... 6-6 

Graph 10:  Pedestrian Crashes by County and Year ....................................................................... 6-7 

Graph 11:  AM Bicycle Crashes ....................................................................................................... 6-8 

Graph 12:  PM Bicycle Crashes ....................................................................................................... 6-8 

Graph 13:  AM Pedestrian Crashes ................................................................................................. 6-8 

Graph 14:  PM Pedestrian Crashes ................................................................................................. 6-9 

Graph 15:  AM Weekday Bicycle Crashes ....................................................................................... 6-9 

Graph 16:  PM Weekday Bicycle Crashes ....................................................................................... 6-9 

Graph 17:  AM Weekend Bicycle Crashes ..................................................................................... 6-10 

Graph 18:  PM Weekend Bicycle Crashes ..................................................................................... 6-10 

Graph 19:  AM Weekday Pedestrian Crashes ................................................................................ 6-11 

Graph 20:  PM Weekday Pedestrian Crashes ................................................................................ 6-11 

Graph 21:  AM Weekend Pedestrian Crashes ............................................................................... 6-11 

Graph 22:  PM Weekend Pedestrian Crashes ............................................................................... 6-12 

Graph 23:  Bicycle Crashes by Weather Condition ........................................................................ 6-12 

Graph 24:  Pedestrian Crashes by Weather Condition .................................................................. 6-13 

Graph 25:  Bicycle Crashes by Road Surface Condition ................................................................ 6-13 

Graph 26:  Pedestrian Crashes by Road Surface Condition .......................................................... 6-14 

Graph 27:  Bicycle Crashes by Light Condition .............................................................................. 6-14 

Graph 28:  Pedestrian Crashes by Light Condition ........................................................................ 6-15 

Graph 29:  Bicycle Crashes by Side of Road ................................................................................. 6-16 

Graph 30:  Pedestrian Crashes by Side of Road ........................................................................... 6-16 

Graph 31:  Bicycle Crashes by Contributing Causes ..................................................................... 6-17 

Graph 32:  Pedestrian Crashes by Contributing Causes ................................................................ 6-18 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  iv 

Figures 
A1-1: Bicycle Existing Facilities Alachua County 

A1-2: Bicycle Existing Facilities Baker County 

A1-3: Bicycle Existing Facilities Bradford County 

A1-4: Bicycle Existing Facilities Clay County 

A1-5: Bicycle Existing Facilities Columbia County 

A1-6: Bicycle Existing Facilities Dixie County 

A1-7: Bicycle Existing Facilities Duval County 

A1-8: Bicycle Existing Facilities Gilchrist County 

A1-9: Bicycle Existing Facilities Hamilton County 

A1-10: Bicycle Existing Facilities Lafayette County 

A1-11: Bicycle Existing Facilities Levy County 

A1-12: Bicycle Existing Facilities Madison County 

A1-13: Bicycle Existing Facilities Nassau County 

A1-14: Bicycle Existing Facilities Putman County 

A1-15: Bicycle Existing Facilities St. Johns County 

A1-16: Bicycle Existing Facilities Suwannee County 

A1-17: Bicycle Existing Facilities Taylor County 

A1-18: Bicycle Existing Facilities Union County 

A2-1: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Alachua County 

A2-2: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Baker County 

A2-3: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Bradford County 

A2-4: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Clay County 

A2-5: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Columbia County 

A2-6: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Dixie County 

A2-7: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Duval County 

A2-8: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Gilchrist County 

A2-9: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Hamilton County 

A2-10: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Lafayette County 

A2-11: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Levy County 

A2-12: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Madison County 

A2-13: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Nassau County 

A2-14: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Putman County 

A2-15: Pedestrian Existing Facilities St. Johns County 

A2-16: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Suwannee County 

A2-17: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Taylor County 

A2-18: Pedestrian Existing Facilities Union County 

B1-1: Bicycle Level of Service Alachua County 

B1-2: Bicycle Level of Service Baker County 

B1-3: Bicycle Level of Service Bradford County 

B1-4: Bicycle Level of Service Clay County 

B1-5: Bicycle Level of Service Columbia County 

B1-6: Bicycle Level of Service Dixie County 

B1-7: Bicycle Level of Service Duval County 

B1-8: Bicycle Level of Service Gilchrist County 

B1-9: Bicycle Level of Service Hamilton County 

B1-10: Bicycle Level of Service Lafayette County 

B1-11: Bicycle Level of Service Levy County 

B1-12: Bicycle Level of Service Madison County 

B1-13: Bicycle Level of Service Nassau County 

B2-1: Pedestrian Level of Service Alachua County 

B2-2: Pedestrian Level of Service Baker County 

B2-3: Pedestrian Level of Service Bradford County 

B2-4: Pedestrian Level of Service Clay County 

B2-5: Pedestrian Level of Service Columbia County 

B2-6: Pedestrian Level of Service Dixie County 

B2-7: Pedestrian Level of Service Duval County 

B2-8: Pedestrian Level of Service Gilchrist County 

B2-9: Pedestrian Level of Service Hamilton County 

B2-10: Pedestrian Level of Service Lafayette County 

B2-11: Pedestrian Level of Service Levy County 

B2-12: Pedestrian Level of Service Madison County 

B2-13: Pedestrian Level of Service Nassau County 



 

 v 

B1-14: Bicycle Level of Service Putnam County 

B1-15: Bicycle Level of Service St. Johns County 

B1-16: Bicycle Level of Service Suwannee County 

B1-17: Bicycle Level of Service Taylor County 

B1-18: Bicycle Level of Service Union County 

B2-14: Pedestrian Level of Service Putnam County 

B2-15: Pedestrian Level of Service St. Johns County 

B2-16: Pedestrian Level of Service Suwannee County 

B2-17: Pedestrian Level of Service Taylor County 

B2-18: Pedestrian Level of Service Union County 

C1-1: 2010 Estimated Demand Alachua County 

C1-2: 2010 Estimated Demand Baker County 

C1-3: 2010 Estimated Demand Bradford County 

C1-4: 2010 Estimated Demand Clay County 

C1-5: 2010 Estimated Demand Columbia County 

C1-6: 2010 Estimated Demand Dixie County 

C1-7: 2010 Estimated Demand Duval County 

C1-8: 2010 Estimated Demand Gilchrist County 

C1-9: 2010 Estimated Demand Hamilton County 

C1-10: 2010 Estimated Demand Lafayette County 

C1-11: 2010 Estimated Demand Levy County 

C1-12: 2010 Estimated Demand Madison County 

C1-13: 2010 Estimated Demand Nassau County 

C1-14: 2010 Estimated Demand Putnam County 

C1-15: 2010 Estimated Demand St. Johns County 

C1-16: 2010 Estimated Demand Suwannee County 

C1-17: 2010 Estimated Demand Taylor County 

C1-18: 2010 Estimated Demand Union County 

C2-1: 2040 Potential Demand Alachua County 

C2-2: 2040 Potential Demand Baker County 

C2-3: 2040 Potential Demand Bradford County 

C2-4: 2040 Potential Demand Clay County 

C2-5: 2040 Potential Demand Columbia County 

C2-6: 2040 Potential Demand Dixie County 

C2-7: 2040 Potential Demand Duval County 

C2-8: 2040 Potential Demand Gilchrist County 

C2-9: 2040 Potential Demand Hamilton County 

C2-10: 2040 Potential Demand Lafayette County 

C2-11: 2040 Potential Demand Levy County 

C2-12: 2040 Potential Demand Madison County 

C2-13: 2040 Potential Demand Nassau County 

C2-14: 2040 Potential Demand Putnam County 

C2-15: 2040 Potential Demand St. Johns County 

C2-16: 2040 Potential Demand Suwannee County 

C2-17: 2040 Potential Demand Taylor County 

C2-18: 2040 Potential Demand Union County 

D1-1: Bicycle Crash Locations Alachua County 

D1-2: Bicycle Crash Locations Baker County 

D1-3: Bicycle Crash Locations Bradford County 

D1-4: Bicycle Crash Locations Clay County 

D1-5: Bicycle Crash Locations Columbia County 

D1-6: Bicycle Crash Locations Dixie County 

D1-7: Bicycle Crash Locations Duval County 

D1-8: Bicycle Crash Locations Gilchrist County 

D1-9: Bicycle Crash Locations Hamilton County 

D1-10: Bicycle Crash Locations Lafayette County 

D2-1: Pedestrian Crash Locations Alachua County 

D2-2: Pedestrian Crash Locations Baker County 

D2-3: Pedestrian Crash Locations Bradford County 

D2-4: Pedestrian Crash Locations Clay County 

D2-5: Pedestrian Crash Locations Columbia County 

D2-6: Pedestrian Crash Locations Dixie County 

D2-7: Pedestrian Crash Locations Duval County 

D2-8: Pedestrian Crash Locations Gilchrist County 

D2-9: Pedestrian Crash Locations Hamilton County 

D2-10: Pedestrian Crash Locations Lafayette County 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  vi 

D1-11: Bicycle Crash Locations Levy County 

D1-12: Bicycle Crash Locations Madison County 

D1-13: Bicycle Crash Locations Nassau County 

D1-14: Bicycle Crash Locations Putnam County 

D1-15: Bicycle Crash Locations St. Johns County 

D1-16: Bicycle Crash Locations Suwannee County 

D1-17: Bicycle Crash Locations Taylor County 

D1-18: Bicycle Crash Locations Union County 

D3-1: Bicycle Crash Clusters Alachua County 

D3-7: Bicycle Crash Clusters Duval County 

D2-11: Pedestrian Crash Locations Levy County 

D2-12: Pedestrian Crash Locations Madison County 

D2-13: Pedestrian Crash Locations Nassau County 

D2-14: Pedestrian Crash Locations Putnam County 

D2-15: Pedestrian Crash Locations St. Johns County 

D2-16: Pedestrian Crash Locations Suwannee County 

D2-17: Pedestrian Crash Locations Taylor County 

D2-18: Pedestrian Crash Locations Union County 

D4-1: Pedestrian Crash Clusters Alachua County 

D4-7: Pedestrian Crash Clusters Duval County 

E1-1: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Alachua County 

E1-2: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Baker County 

E1-3: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Bradford County 

E1-4: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Clay County 

E1-5: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Columbia County 

E1-6: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Dixie County 

E1-7: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Duval County 

E1-8: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Gilchrist County 

E1-9: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Hamilton County 

E1-10: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Lafayette County 

E1-11: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Levy County 

E1-12: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Madison County 

E1-13: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Nassau County 

E1-14: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Putnam County 

E1-15: Bicycle Gap Prioritization St. Johns County 

E1-16: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Suwannee County 

E1-17: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Taylor County 

E1-18: Bicycle Gap Prioritization Union County 

E2-1: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Alachua County 

E2-2: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Baker County 

E2-3: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Bradford County 

E2-4: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Clay County 

E2-5: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Columbia County 

E2-6: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Dixie County 

E2-7: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Duval County 

E2-8: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Gilchrist County 

E2-9: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Hamilton County 

E2-10: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Lafayette County 

E2-11: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Levy County 

E2-12: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Madison County 

E2-13: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Nassau County 

E2-14: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Putnam County 

E2-15: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization St. Johns County 

E2-16: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Suwannee County 

E2-17: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Taylor County 

E2-18: Pedestrian Gap Prioritization Union County 

 

  



 

 vii 

Appendices 
Appendix A High Resolution Districtwide Maps 

Appendix B Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan 

Appendix C First Coast Greenways & Trails Master Plan 

Appendix D Technical Reference for Level of Service 

Appendix E1 FDOT Complete Street – September 17, 2014 

Appendix E2 FDOT Roadway Design Bulletin 14-17 

Appendix E3 FDOT Lane Elimination Guidance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  viii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This Page Intentionally Left Blank



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



 

 

 

Executive Summary



 
 

 1-1 

1.0 Executive Summary 
The provision of safe and connected bicycle and pedestrian travel ways is a priority for the Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT).  As one of the largest of seven Districts within the FDOT, District 
Two is proactively taking the initiative to provide a framework to ensure that safe and connected bicycle 
and pedestrian travel ways are assessed, planned, and provided throughout the District.  District Two 
Planning has undertaken this bicycle and pedestrian gap study to determine the locations of gaps in the 
interconnectivity of the bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the District.  FDOT District Two Traffic 
Operations was influential in developing the gap prioritization methodology, and this study acknowledges 
their contribution in creating the criteria and providing assistance. 

By assessing the accommodation provided by existing roadways and determining the demand for future 
facilities, the District’s goal is to plan, fund, and build bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.  This approach 
includes retrofitting existing infrastructure and adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities to new 
transportation infrastructure.  This gap study, which is expected to be updated on a regular basis as 
determined by the District, will provide the information the District Planning staff needs to meet the goal 
of providing a connected bike and pedestrian infrastructure.  

Within the past 15 years, several regional and local agencies within District Two have developed bicycle 
and/or pedestrian plans.  This Districtwide gap study is not intended to replace any adopted regional, 
county, or municipal bicycle and/or pedestrian plans.  The study is intended to facilitate 
intergovernmental coordination with all transportation agencies in the District and to provide consistency 
for the planning of bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the District.  This gap analysis provides the big 
picture for connectivity throughout the District and will help local agencies when considering linkages to 
the state roadway system.  The FDOT District Bike and Pedestrian Coordinator will utilize this information 
to advise District staff and consultants on improvements and applicable technical standards in order to 
insure that bike and pedestrian facilities are effectively designed in accordance with FDOT policy and 
Americans with Disabilities Act/Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  

The gap study is divided into sections and subsections.  Sections One and Two are the Executive Summary 
and the Introduction to the study, respectively.  Section Two discusses the history of bicycle and 
pedestrian policy from federal and state perspectives.  The FDOT has made bicycle and pedestrian travel 
an integral part of the transportation system through its Complete Streets Policy and bicycle and 
pedestrian design standards for the state highway system. 

Section Three of the study, Existing Conditions, details the existing bicycle and pedestrian network 
throughout District Two.  This section includes a summary of the non-motorized transportation plans 
created by other planning entities.  The existing conditions detailed in this section reflect the various 
bicycle and pedestrian facility types within the District using the FDOT Roadway Characteristics Inventory 
(RCI) database.  The mapping portion of this section includes detail maps of these existing facilities.  Also 
included is a table with the number of miles for each category of bike and pedestrian facilities by county.  
Note that the static map series represent facility conditions at the current time, the RCI database is being 
updated on a regular basis as facility conditions change and the associated data is available. For latest 
facility information, visit online interactive mapping system at 
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/rddesign/BikeRouteViewer/index.html.   
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Section Four of the study, Level of Service Analysis, provides details on how the bicycle and pedestrian 
level of service (LOS) was determined for the state roadway system within District Two, and maps the 
current LOS for each segment of the network.  The bicycle and pedestrian LOS model methodologies are 
detailed in the study and were utilized to determine the quality of bicycling and walking accommodation 
based on a variety of traffic and roadway design factors that were analyzed.  It assesses the current supply 
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities from the Existing Conditions. 

The current and future potential demand for bicycling and walking are presented in Section Five.  The 
methodology for determining a demand score is detailed in this section along with maps that show the 
demand score by section in each county.  The potential demand analysis identified and quantified the 
potential bicycle and pedestrian trip activity for existing and future conditions.   

The crash and safety analysis in Section Six includes a review of historical bicycle and pedestrian crash 
data in District Two.  From the crash data, temporal and spatial trends were identified based on factors 
such as the lighting condition, day of week, and side of roadway, among others.  The crash and safety 
analysis includes crash clusters, which revealed areas where there were larger concentrations of crashes.  
Maps of bike and pedestrian crash locations and crash cluster locations are included in this section of the 
Study. 

Section Seven, Gap Prioritization, utilizes analysis from the previous study sections to provide each bicycle 
and pedestrian gap, as identified in Section Three, with a prioritization score. Several factors were 
included in the analysis and determination of the network gaps and their accompanying prioritization 
score.  The gaps were identified and prioritized based on the LOS analysis (Section Four), potential 
demand for bicycling and walking (Section Five), and crash data analysis (Section Six).  Contiguous gap 
segments were consolidated by calculating the distance-weighted average of the component segment 
priority scores for both the bicycle mode and the pedestrian mode.  All bicycle and pedestrian links were 
grouped into tiers of ranking priority.  

The results of this prioritization process can serve as a guide to the District as it seeks to improve bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations over time.  While gradual expansion of the non-motorized facility 
networks will be accomplished through a variety of funding sources and project types, these findings can 
provide an objective resource for future roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle planning efforts. 

At the end of each section are maps that graphically display the information from each section for each 
county in District Two.  Appendix A, delivered electronically with this report, provides each analysis layer 
on a high resolution map of the District.  The high resolution maps can be utilized for viewing details 
within each analysis layer. Appendices B and C include bike and pedestrian plans produced by other 
planning entities in District Two.  Appendix D includes technical information about the level of service 
models utilized for the study and Appendices E1 through E3 include FDOT guidance and direction relative 
to bike and pedestrian facility design. 
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2.0 Introduction 
Starting in the 1950s and continuing into the beginning of the 21st century, the United States has built the 
interstate highway system and thousands of miles of connecting arterials to create an interconnected 
roadway system that has been the envy of the world.  During this period, bicycle and pedestrian planning 
and supporting infrastructure held a low priority when competing for funding.  Today, there is an 
increased interest in planning, funding, and building of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.  This has 
included retrofitting existing infrastructure and adding bicycle and pedestrian facilities to new 
transportation infrastructure. 

During the 1990s, policy shifted from regularly adding more capacity 
to the roadway system by adding automobile lanes to offering the 
user choices in selecting from several modes of transportation.  By 
enhancing mode choice selection, benefits are realized in improved 
air quality, cost savings, reduced congestion, and the promotion of 
healthy life choices.  Supporting policies have been created at the 
federal level and continue through to the local level.  In 2010, the 
FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) issued its policy, United 
States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations, 
which included its policy statement as shown to the right. 

Recommendations associated with this policy include the following: 

 The consideration of walking and bicycling as equals with other 
transportation modes 

 Ensuring that there are transportation choices for people of all 
ages and abilities, especially children 

In 2010, the State of Florida established a statewide initiative on 
bicycle and pedestrian mobility.  The state has established an 
advisory council, guidance and design policies, and support via 
bicycle and pedestrian coordinators in each Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District.  

First, the FDOT issued a Complete Streets Policy on September 17, 2014 (see Appendix E1). This policy 
authorizes the FDOT to routinely plan, design, construct, reconstruct and operate a context-sensitive 
system of ‘Complete Streets’ that serve the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians, among other users. The 
recommendations contained in this study support the policy by stating that the FDOT will coordinate with 
various agencies and groups to provide complete streets on the state highway system.  

Second, following the issuance of the Complete Streets Policy, the Department issued Roadway Design 
Bulletin 14-17 (see Appendix E2) in November 2014 regarding urban arterial lane widths and bicycle lane 
options. Citing the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) 
guidance, the bulletin modifies the FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) by establishing 11-foot lane 
widths as the standard for divided urban arterial and collector state roadways with design speeds of 45 

The Department of Transportation 
(DOT) policy is to incorporate safe 
and convenient walking and 
bicycling facilities into 
transportation projects. Every 
transportation agency, including 
DOT, has the responsibility to 
improve conditions and 
opportunities for walking and 
bicycling and to integrate walking 
and bicycling into their 
transportation systems. Because 
of the numerous individual and 
community benefits that walking 
and bicycling provide — including 
health, safety, environmental, 
transportation, and quality of life 
— transportation agencies are 
encouraged to go beyond 
minimum standards to provide 
safe and convenient facilities for 
these modes. 
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miles per hour or less. Furthermore, it establishes 7-foot buffered bicycle lanes as the standard bicycle 
facility for new construction and roadway reconstruction on all state roads in or within one mile of an 
urban area, as well as, on curb and gutter roadways in all other areas. In addition to providing a 
framework for improved bicycle accommodation on new roadways, the preponderance of existing lane 
widths greater than 11 feet create many opportunities to narrow lanes and use the resulting space for 
bicycle lanes. While this report does not identify lane widths, it is a factor to consider in scoping and plan 
development for the design team and the District Bicycle/Pedestrian/American with Disabilities Act 
Coordinator. 

In addition to narrowing lanes, another emerging technique to create space for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities is by implementing lane eliminations, also known as “road diets.” In response to increased lane 
elimination requests on state roadways, the Department prepared the Statewide Lane Elimination 
Guidance in February 2014 (see Appendix E3). The primary purpose of this guidance is to provide an 
example process for reviewing applications for lane eliminations including meetings, methodologies, and 
review protocols. It describes twenty common issues (safety, traffic operations, impacts to transit, etc.) 
associated with lane elimination projects, citing research to summarize impacts and related factors to 
consider. This document provides useful guidance for potential cases in which lane eliminations may be 
used to eliminate some of the bicycle and pedestrian gaps identified in this study. 

Further direction was codified in 2012 when Congress passed the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century (MAP-21) transportation bill.  Beginning in October 2012, the Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) 
Program became eligible to compete for funding alongside other programs, including the Transportation 
Enhancements Program and Recreational Trails Program, as part of a program called Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP). 

2.1 Purpose 
With the emphasis on integrating safe bike and pedestrian facilities into the state’s transportation 
network, District Two has undertaken this study to determine the location of gaps in the interconnectivity 
of the bike and pedestrian facilities throughout the District.  Bicycle and pedestrian gap analysis is utilized 
to map those gaps in the interconnectivity of the bicycle and pedestrian network, thereby identifying 
opportunities to improve the network and make connections throughout the system.  A safe and 
continuous bicycle and pedestrian network is an important part of any multimodal transportation system.  
The study is a guide for future planning of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in District Two.  It details the 
existing locations of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, the level of service (LOS) for bike and pedestrian 
travel on all state roads (the study’s evaluation network), the current and future demand for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, bicycle and pedestrian crash location and analysis, and gaps in the current bicycle 
and pedestrian network.  The results of the component analyses are used to create priorities among the 
identified gaps. 

It is envisioned that the study will be utilized by planners looking to enhance the bicycle and pedestrian 
network or for information on the status of state roads in relation to available bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.  The Uniform Minimum Standards for Design, Construction and Maintenance for Roadways, also 
known as the Florida Greenbook, states that all new roadways and major corridor improvements, except 
limited access, should be designed and constructed with the assumption that bicyclists will utilize them.  
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The Florida Greenbook further states that sidewalks should be constructed in conjunction with new 
construction and major reconstruction in urban areas. 

The study is intended to facilitate intergovernmental coordination with all transportation agencies in the 
District and to provide consistency for the planning of bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the District.  
This gap analysis provides the big picture for connectivity throughout the District and should help local 
agencies when considering linkages to the state roadway system.  While the study does not evaluate trails 
and other shared use paths that are not alongside state roads, providing on-road connections to these 
facilities is an important consideration. 

This format is provided in sections by analysis which includes text and maps for each county in the 
District. The county maps contained in the report are for general reference purpose, and Appendix A, 
delivered electronically with this report, provides each analysis layer on a high resolution map of the 
District. The high resolution maps can be utilized for determination of details within each analysis layer. 
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Existing Conditions
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3.0 Existing Conditions 
Within the past 15 years, several regional and local agencies within District Two have developed bicycle 
and/or pedestrian plans.  The two primary facility-based plans that align with this districtwide gap study 
are the North Florida Transportation Planning Organization (NFTPO) 2006 First Coast Regional Greenways 
& Trails Plan and the Gainesville Urbanized Area Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organization 
(Gainesville MTPO) 2001 Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan.  This section describes these plans and 
several related initiatives.  Appendices B and C, included with this study, contain complete versions of the 
studies referenced.  This districtwide gap study is not intended to replace any adopted regional, county, 
or municipal bicycle and/or pedestrian plans.  This report is not intended to solidify policy for FDOT. This 
report is a reference document used to identify those areas where bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
could be added. 

Moreover, the gap prioritization analysis does not include projects funded or under construction, e.g., 
U.S. 301 between Baldwin and Callahan, that may alleviate existing gaps. The gap prioritization analysis 
only considers on-the-ground facilities. Specific gaps can be removed in future updates. 

3.1 Summary of Non-Motorized Transportation Plans 

3.1.1 First Coast Regional Greenways & Trails Plan 

The First Coast Regional Greenways & Trails Plan prioritized nearly 300 bicycle, pedestrian, and off-road 
trail projects within the NFTPO’s planning area. Through a series of workshops, the public identified the 
evaluated projects.  Prioritization criteria consisted of the following: 

 Proximity to parks 

 Proximity to schools 

 Proximity to transit routes 

 Encumbrances (availability of public lands) 

 Connectivity to the off-street greenways network 

 Residential density of the surrounding area 

 Classification as a regional greenway 

All identified projects were ranked, and nine of the highest priority corridors were the subject of detailed 
corridor evaluations.  Table 1 shows the nine highest priority corridors, ranked in order of highest to 
lowest. 
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Table 1:  Detailed Corridor Evaluation Priority Rankings 
County Roadway Segment 

St. Johns S.R. A1A Vilano Bridge to Mickler’s Landing 

Clay U.S. 17 Green Cove Springs to Black Creek Trail 

Duval Commonwealth Avenue, McDuff Avenue, Forest Street Downtown Jacksonville to Jax-Baldwin Trail 

St. Johns S.R. A1A St. Augustine Beach to Vilano Bridge 

St. Johns S.R. A1A Mickler’s Landing to Duval County Line 

Nassau S.R. A1A Amelia City to Fort Clinch State Park 

St. Johns S.R. A1A State Road 206 to St. Augustine Beach 

Nassau S.R. A1A Nassau/Duval County Line to Amelia City 

Duval S.R. A1A St. Johns County Line to Mayport 

 

These field-based detailed corridor evaluations include existing conditions evaluations, right-of-way 
constraints, preliminary facility type identification, and traffic control needs.  The plan also includes goals, 
objectives, and available funding sources for implementation. 

In 2013, the NFTPO adopted its Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Unlike the Regional Greenways & Trails Plan, 
this plan is more policy-driven.  It establishes an extensive series of goals and objectives and includes 
recommendations to the member jurisdictions’ land development codes. It also incorporates a public 
survey completed by more than 2,000 residents that focused on demographics, bicycling and walking 
behaviors, and barriers to non-motorized transportation in the region.  The survey results indicate 
opportunities for improved bicycle and pedestrian accommodation, which were used to identify subareas 
for future detailed evaluation (two such subarea studies are now underway, one for the Duval County 
beaches and one for the Riverside and San Marco neighborhoods near downtown Jacksonville).  

The NFTPO funded the Bicycle Plan for St. Augustine in 2011, which focused on identifying and evaluating 
a dozen connected bicycle routes within the City of St. Augustine.  The plan also includes a crash analysis 
and wayfinding signage protocol. 

Many of the municipalities within the NFTPO planning region have independently developed and 
maintained bicycle and pedestrian facility inventories and maps. 

3.1.2 Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan 

The Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan prioritizes bicycle facility improvements for the county’s 
arterial and collector roadway network.  Similar to this districtwide gap study (but only for the bicycle 
mode), the Alachua County plan includes a level of service analysis and a latent demand analysis to 
identify and evaluate gaps in the bicycle network.  The results of these analyses are combined with public 
input and construction costs to create a benefit-cost index for candidate facility improvements.  The plan 
includes a crash analysis (not part of the prioritization process), enforcement and education 
recommendations, and funding opportunities.  
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A 2004 addendum to the Alachua County plan establishes a concept of nets (neighborhood connectivity), 
braids (local connectivity), and loops (rural connectivity), and makes policy and design recommendations. 

3.2 Existing Conditions Mapping 
For any assessment of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, a snapshot of the existing conditions is necessary.  
Figures A1-1 through A1-18 detail the existing bicycle facilities, and Figures A2-1 through A2-18 detail the 
existing pedestrian facilities districtwide by county for the 18 counties within District Two.  The existing 
facilities were mapped using the following sources: 

 Base roadway network – Navteq network and FDOT Transportation Statistics Office  

 Bicycle and pedestrian facilities – FDOT Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI), September 2014 
and December 2014 

The data were reviewed for accuracy and compared with other sources.  Most of the other sources 
available originated with the same referenced data sources as listed above. 

3.2.1 Bicycle Facilities 

There is an extensive network of bicycle facilities throughout District Two when paved shoulders are 
included in the analysis. Because of the design standards in the state of Florida for rural roads with paved 
shoulders, most of the rural roadways in District Two have a paved shoulder that can be utilized by a 
bicycle. This extensive network provides a connected system of paved shoulders for bicycle travel.  
However, Bradford, Dixie, Clay, Lafayette, Madison, Putnam, and Suwannee Counties appear to have 
major connection breaks in the paved shoulder network of bicycle facilities.  These breaks are located in 
commercial areas where the rural road becomes a curb and gutter section and the paved shoulder 
disappears.  In many of the areas, sidewalks are included in the curb and gutter sections.  However, 
sidewalks are not generally considered as appropriate bicycle facilities. 

In the urban areas of Alachua, Duval, and St. Johns Counties there are more designated bike lanes.  Many 
of these are long connections and connect to a paved shoulder toward rural areas.  The existing facilities 
show a need for more connections between designated bike lanes in the urban areas. 

To be considered a shared use path within RCI, the following criteria must be met: 

 Minimum of eight feet wide 

 Exhibit appropriate traffic control at intersections 

 Be a minimum of five feet from the edge of the roadway 

 Be within the apparent right-of-way of the roadway 
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3.2.2 Pedestrian Facilities 

For the purposes of this study, a pedestrian facility is defined as a sidewalk on at least one side of the 
street1.  As detailed in the maps presented as Figures A2-1 through A2-18, most pedestrian facilities are 
concentrated in the urban areas.  The rural characteristics of many counties in District Two equate to 
sparse pedestrian facilities outside the small commercial centers.  Baker, Bradford, Dixie, Gilchrist, 
Hamilton, Lafayette, Levy, Madison, Putnam, Suwannee, Taylor, and Union Counties have limited 
pedestrian facilities due to their rural nature. Nassau and Columbia Counties are mostly rural but have 
limited pedestrian facilities that provide some network connections. The urban counties of Alachua, 
Duval, and St. Johns have extensive pedestrian facilities with longer connections.  Clay County, while 
urban and rural, does have some connections on major connecting roads to Duval County; however, the 
county lacks connectivity between many pedestrian facilities. 

Table 2 summarizes the bicycle and pedestrian facilities on state roads.  Shared use paths exist on 56 out 
of 2,551 roadway miles (2.19 percent).  Although it may lack connectivity between many pedestrian 
facilities, Clay County has invested in many shared use paths. 

Bike lanes, which are more common than shared use paths, are present on 242 out of 2,551 roadway 
miles (9.48 percent).  Alachua County has the most bike lanes in the District with 67 miles.  With over 50 
miles of bike lanes each, St. Johns and Duval Counties also ranked highly.  When comparing the amount of 
bike lanes to roadway miles by county, St. Johns County ranks the highest because 30 percent of its state 
roads have bike lanes compared to 23 percent in Alachua County.  Nassau County also fared well with 19 
percent of its state roads having bike lanes. 

The District has more sidewalks than shared use paths and bike lanes combined. Sidewalks occur on 575 
out of 2,551 roadway miles (22.53 percent).  They are most prevalent in the urban counties, i.e., Duval, 
Alachua, St. Johns, Clay, and Nassau Counties.  Duval County has the most sidewalks in terms of amount 
(203 miles) and relative to its state roadway miles (42.68 percent).  

According to 2011 Florida Greenbook, a paved shoulder with a 4-foot minimum width can be considered a 
bicycle facility. Using this criterion, Alachua County has the most paved shoulders in the District with 221 
miles. Duval County ranks second with 208 miles. Other counties with high amounts of paved shoulders 
are Levy, St. Johns, and Columbia Counties. When comparing the amount of paved shoulders to roadway 
miles by county, Lafayette County ranks the highest because 99 percent of its state roads have paved 
shoulders. Overall, 71 percent of the District’s state roadways have 4-foot minimum paved shoulders. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                  
1 In urban and some suburban areas, particularly in areas served by public transit, the District and other 

transportation agencies may ultimately strive for sidewalk coverage on both sides. 
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Table 2:  District Two Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities on State Roads 

County 
Roadway 

(Miles) 

Shared Use Path Bike Lane Sidewalk Paved Shoulders 

Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent 

Alachua 295.19 6.36 2.15% 67.46 22.85% 94.28 31.94% 221.02 74.88% 

Baker 83.78 - - 3.70 4.41% 10.26 12.25% 40.73 48.61% 

Bradford 69.05 - - - - 11.02 15.96% 56.25 81.46% 

Clay 109.84 15.36 13.99% 10.18 9.27% 41.31 37.61% 92.83 84.52% 

Columbia 203.16 5.15 2.53% 4.11 2.03% 24.75 12.18% 136.78 67.33% 

Dixie 46.28 - - - - 2.59 5.61% 44.23 95.57% 

Duval 476.54 - - 52.64 11.05% 203.40 42.68% 207.64 43.57% 

Gilchrist 60.19 5.58 9.27% - - 5.23 8.69% 59.05 98.09% 

Hamilton 90.03 - - - - 4.70 5.22% 61.14 67.91% 

Lafayette 62.22 - - - - 1.87 3.00% 61.62 99.04% 

Levy 182.49 - - 5.56 3.05% 13.73 7.52% 149.64 82.00% 

Madison 138.12 8.49 6.15% 0.66 0.47% 5.61 4.06% 81.72 59.17% 

Nassau 111.61 - - 21.56 19.32% 40.11 35.94% 78.08 69.96% 

Putnam 140.62 2.70 1.92% 19.63 13.96% 23.28 16.55% 120.76 85.88% 

St. Johns 185.55 0.63 0.34% 56.41 30.40% 62.38 33.62% 141.57 76.30% 

Suwannee 128.87 11.68 9.06% - - 17.93 13.91% 97.37 75.55% 

Taylor 110.19 - - - - 6.51 5.91% 99.55 90.34% 

Union 57.58 - - - - 5.83 10.12% 53.98 93.75% 

Total 2,551.32 55.95 2.19% 241.91 9.48% 574.78 22.53% 1,803.95 70.71% 

Note: The bicycle and pedestrian facilities were identified using the RCI database. The sum of individual elements on each row will 
not add up to the value of roadway miles for each county because each facility is a distinct type and the county totals do include 
limited access facilities. The roadway miles include roads without bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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EXISTING PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

FIGURE A2-7
DUVAL COUNTY

FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY
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FIGURE A2-8
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FIGURE A2-9
HAMILTON COUNTY

FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY
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*Left and right sides of the roads consider S to N and W to E directionalities.
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FIGURE A2-10
LAFAYETTE COUNTY
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FIGURE A2-11
LEVY COUNTY

FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY

0 4.5 9
Miles

O

Sidewalks Other
Both Sides

Right Side only

On-System Road
Major Off-System Road
Bridge

 DATA SOURCE:  FDOT

Urban Area
Urban Area 1-Mile Buffer
Water Body

County Boundary

Left Side only
¥f¤

*Left and right sides of the roads consider S to N and W to E directionalities.
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FIGURE A2-12
MADISON COUNTY
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*Left and right sides of the roads consider S to N and W to E directionalities.
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FIGURE A2-13
NASSAU COUNTY

FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY
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FIGURE A2-14
PUTNAM COUNTY

FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY
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*Left and right sides of the roads consider S to N and W to E directionalities.
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FIGURE A2-16
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4.0 Level of Service Analysis 
Adopted in FDOT’s 2013 Quality/Level of Service Handbook and the Highway Capacity Manual 2010, the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Level of Service Models were used to evaluate existing bicycling and walking 
conditions.  This section provides background information, model structures, data descriptions for these 
evaluation tools, and results. 

4.1 Bicycle Methodology 
The Bicycle Level of Service (Bicycle LOS) Model, a bicycling conditions performance measure, is a “supply-
side” criterion.  It measures bicycling conditions of a roadway, which provides bicyclists’ perceived safety 
and comfort about motor vehicle traffic and roadway conditions.  This widely used and Florida 
Department of Transportation-adopted criterion is classified as the quality or level of service 
(accommodation) for bicyclists that currently exists on a roadway.  One of the greatest benefits of the 
Bicycle LOS is that it indicates which network segments have the greatest needs.  It uses the same 
measurable traffic and roadway factors that transportation planners and engineers use for other travel 
modes.  With statistical precision, the Bicycle LOS Model measures bicycling suitability based on the 
following factors: 

 Bike lane or paved shoulder width 

 Outside lane width 

 Traffic volume 

 Traffic speed 

 Traffic type 

 Pavement surface condition 

 Presence of on-street parking 

The bicycle level of service analysis produces an objective score with corresponding letter grade, which 
measures bicycle accommodation on that section of roadway, as shown in Table 3.  For example, a 
particular segment without any type of bicycle facility may be an LOS D based on the characteristics 
above.  This tool determines how much accommodation benefit would be attributable to the 
improvements.  In the above example, adding a designated bike lane to eliminate a network gap might 
improve the segment’s level of service to LOS B.  This process simply and objectively determines which 
facilities have the greatest suitability or compatibility for bicyclists relative to the rest of the District Two 
network. 
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Table 3:  Bicycle Level of Service Determination 

Level of Service Numerical Range 

A ≤ 1.5 

B >1.5 and ≤ 2.5 

C >2.5 and ≤ 3.5 

D >3.5 and ≤ 4.5 

E >4.5 and ≤ 5.5 

F > 5.5 

 

Appendix D, Technical Reference for Level of Service, contains additional information about the Bicycle 
Level of Service Model, including the model form and the collected data items. 

4.1.1 Bicycle Results 

Road segments within District Two counties that produced an LOS E and LOS F are listed in Table 4 and 
are shown on Figures B1-1 through B1-18.  Level of service is evaluated separately for each side of the 
street; in cases where the results are different for each side, the side with the lesser level of service result 
is shown on the figures.  Note that inclusion in Table 4 does not suggest that the entirety of that roadway 
within the county has an LOS of E or F.  There are a few things to keep in mind when interpreting the 
results in Table 4. First, the table only highlights roadways with poorly performing segments for bicyclists. 
It is not meant to imply a LOS E and F standard for state roadways. Based on the scale in Table 3, LOS E 
and F represent the most deficient facilities for bicyclists. Secondly, the bicycle level of service analysis is 
one component of the gap prioritization methodology, and Section 7 describes the gap prioritization and 
weightings in detail. Finally, the LOS E and F segments in Table 4 only are portions of the roadways, and 
some segments may be extremely short and not visible at the map scale. Nevertheless, Figures B1-1 
through B1-18 show the segments in more detail.  

The Bicycle LOS Model identified less than 10 percent of the District’s roads as LOS E and F.  A segment 
with an LOS E and F means that the roadway is not conducive to bicycle travel based on the criteria listed 
in the methodology.  From Alachua to Nassau County, U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) is LOS E and F.  While it may not 
be accommodating of bicycles, U.S. 301 is an important Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facility known 
for its large volume of heavy vehicles, which is a primary reason for the poor bicycle level of service result 
on this roadway. 

As shown on Figures B1-1 through B1-18 and in Table 4, Gilchrist, Levy, St. Johns, and Taylor Counties did 
not have any LOS E and F roadways. 
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Table 1:  LOS E and F Road Segments for Bicycles 

County State Roads 

Alachua U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), S.R. 20*, S.R. 235*, Newberry Road (S.R. 26), and S.R. 24 

Baker S.R. 2, U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), and S.R. 121 

Bradford U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), West Madison Street (S.R. 100) 

Clay U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), Blanding Boulevard (S.R. 21), US 17 (S.R. 15), and S.R. 16  

Columbia Main Boulevard/U.S. 41 (S.R. 25)*, Marion Avenue/U.S. 441 (S.R. 47), and U.S. 90 (S.R. 10)* 

Dixie U.S. 19/27A/98 (S.R. 55)* 

Duval  U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), Beaver Street/U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), Edgewood Avenue (S.R. 111), MLK Jr. 
Parkway/U.S. 1 Alt. (S.R. 115/S.R. 15/S.R. 115A), Hart Expressway (S.R. 228), Arlington 
Expressway (S.R. 10A), Phillips Highway (S.R. 5), State Street (S.R. 139), 3rd Street (S.R. A1A), 
San Jose Boulevard (S.R. 13), 103rd Street (S.R. 134), U.S. 17 (S.R. 15)*, and Lem Turner Road 
(S.R. 115) 

Gilchrist None 

Hamilton U.S. 129 (S.R. 6/25/51/100), S.R. 6, Old U.S. 41 (S.R. 25), and U.S. 41 (S.R. 25) 

Lafayette North Fletcher Avenue (S.R. 51) and U.S. 27 (S.R. 20) 

Levy None 

Madison NE Colin Kelly Highway (S.R. 145)* 

Nassau U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) and U.S. 1/23/301 (S.R. 15) 

Putnam Reid Street (S.R. 100)* 

St. Johns None 

Suwannee Ohio Avenue (S.R. 249)* 

Taylor None 

Union S.R. 100* 

*Extremely short segments may not be visible at map scale. 

4.2 Pedestrian Methodology 
Similarly, the pedestrian level of service evaluates pedestrians’ perceived safety about motor vehicle 
traffic.  It identifies the quality of service for pedestrians within the roadway environment and measures 
facility needs within the region’s roadway network.  The Pedestrian Level of Service (Pedestrian LOS) 
Model evaluates walking conditions.  This model is the most accurate method of evaluating the walking 
conditions within shared roadway environments.  It uses the same measurable traffic and roadway factors 
that transportation planners and engineers use for other travel modes.  As the Bicycle LOS Model does for 
the bicycle mode, the Pedestrian LOS Model assesses walking conditions based on the following roadway 
characteristics: 

 Presence of a sidewalk (if a shared use path is present within the right-of-way, it is also considered) 

 Lateral separation between pedestrians and motor vehicle traffic (including outside lane width, 
paved shoulder width, buffer area width, and sidewalk width) 

 Traffic volume 

 Traffic speed 

 Presence of on-street parking 
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Planners and engineers nationwide use the Pedestrian LOS Model, which uses the same numerical scale 
as the Bicycle LOS Model, in many planning and design applications.  The Pedestrian LOS Model can be 
used to compare benefits among proposed sidewalk/roadway cross sections, to identify roadways that 
are candidates for reconfiguration for sidewalk improvements, and to prioritize and program roadways 
for sidewalk improvements.  As with the Bicycle LOS Model, it clearly demonstrates the suitability or 
compatibility for pedestrians on District Two roadways. 

Appendix D, Technical Reference for Level of Service, contains additional information about the 
Pedestrian Level of Service Model, including the model form and the collected data items. 

4.2.1 Pedestrian Results 

Road segments within District Two counties that produced an LOS E and F are listed in Table 5 and are 
shown on Figures B2-1 through B2-18.  Note that LOS is evaluated separately for each side of the street; 
in cases where the LOS result is different for the two sides, the worse of the two results is shown in the 
figures.  Also note that inclusion in Table 4 does not suggest that the entirety of that roadway within the 
county has an LOS of E or F.  There are a few things to keep in mind when interpreting the results in 
Table 5. First, the table only highlights roadways with poorly performing segments for pedestrians. It is 
not meant to imply a LOS E and F standard for state roadways. Based on the scale in Table 3, LOS E and F 
were chosen to represent the most deficient facilities for pedestrians. Secondly, the pedestrian level of 
service analysis is one component of the gap prioritization methodology, and Section 7 describes the gap 
prioritization and weightings in detail. Finally, the LOS E and F segments in Table 5 only are portions of the 
roadways, and some segments may be extremely short and not visible at the map scale. Nevertheless, 
Figures B2-1 through B2-18 show the segments in more detail. 

The Pedestrian LOS Model also identified about 52 percent of the District’s roads as LOS E and F.  A 
segment with an LOS E and F means that the roadway is not favorable to pedestrian conditions based on 
the criteria listed in the methodology.  

Tables 4 and 5 show segments where either the bicycle or pedestrian level of service was an E or F. 
Table 6 shows segments where both the bicycle and pedestrian level of service was an LOS E. There were 
no LOS F segments for both bicycle and pedestrian. 
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Table 2:  LOS E and F Road Segments for Pedestrians 

County State Roads 

Alachua U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), Newberry Road (S.R. 26), Archer Road (S.R. 24), U.S. 27 (S.R. 45), 39th 
Avenue (S.R. 222), Williston Road (S.R. 121), Hawthorne Road (S.R. 20) 2nd Avenue (S.R. 26A), 
and U.S. 441 (S.R. 20/25) 

Baker U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), S.R. 121, South 5th Street (S.R. 228), and S.R. 2 

Bradford U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), West Madison Street (S.R. 100), S.R. 230*, S.R. 18, S.R. 21, and East 
Brownlee Street (S.R. 16) 

Clay U.S. 17 (S.R. 15), S.R. 16, Blanding Boulevard (S.R. 21), U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), S.R. 100, and Branan 
Field Road (S.R. 23) 

Columbia U.S. 90 (S.R. 10) , U.S. 41 (S.R. 25/100), U.S. 441/Marion Street South (S.R. 25A/47), U.S. 27 (S.R. 
20), Branford Road (S.R. 247), and S.R. 47 

Duval Airport Road (S.R. 102), Dunn Avenue (S.R. 104), Zoo Parkway/Heckscher Drive (S.R. 105), MLK 
Jr. Parkway/U.S. 1 Alt. (S.R. 115), Beaver Street/U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), Arlington Expressway (S.R. 
10A), Southside Boulevard (S.R. 115), Philips Highway (S.R. 5), Hart Expressway (S.R. 228), 
Roosevelt Boulevard/U.S. 17 (S.R. 15), Blanding Boulevard (S.R. 21), Normandy Boulevard (S.R. 
228), Edgewood Avenue (S.R. 111), New Kings Road/US 1 (S.R. 15), Atlantic Boulevard (S.R. 10), 
3rd Street (S.R. A1A), Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212), Emerson Street (S.R. 126), University Boulevard 
(S.R. 109), Baymeadows Road (S.R. 152), Branan Field Road (S.R. 23), Mayport Road (S.R. 101), 
Lane Avenue (S.R. 103), 8th Street (S.R. 114), Haines Street Expressway/MLK Jr. Parkway (S.R. 
115A), S.R. 116, Brentwood/Norwood Avenue (S.R. 117), San Juan Avenue (S.R. 128), 103rd Street 
(S.R. 134), Union/State Street (S.R. 139), U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), Wilson Boulevard (S.R. 208), 
Riverside/St. Johns Avenue (S.R. 211), 3rd Street (S.R. A1A), and San Jose Boulevard (S.R. 13) 

Gilchrist S.R. 26, S.R. 47*, and Main Street/U.S. 129 (S.R 49) 

Hamilton U.S. 129 (S.R. 6/25/51/100) and U.S. 41 (S.R. 25) 

Lafayette U.S. 27 (S.R. 20) and Fletcher Street (S.R. 51) 

Levy U.S. 27 (S.R. 500), S.R. 24, U.S. 41/SW 7th Street (S.R. 45), U.S. 129 (S.R. 49), U.S. 27/NE 6th 
Boulevard (S.R. 121),  NW 100th Street (S.R. 345), and U.S. 19 (S.R. 55) 

Madison U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), S.R. 6*, US 19/27 (S.R. 20), S.R 53*, U.S. 221 (S.R. 55), S.R. 145, and NE Colin 
Kelly Highway (S.R. 145) 

Nassau U.S. 1/23/301 (S.R. 15/200), U.S. 17 (S.R. 5), U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), Lem Turner Road (S.R. 115), and 
S.R. A1A 

Putnam U.S. 17 (S.R. 15), S.R. 19, S.R. 21, Reid Street (S.R. 100)*, S.R. 207, and Crill Avenue (S.R. 20) 

St. Johns S.R. 13, S.R. 207, S.R. 312, Ponce de Leon Boulevard/ U.S. 1 (S.R. 5), S.R. 16, S.R. 5A, and S.R. 
A1A 

Suwannee Ohio Avenue (S.R. 249), U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), U.S. 27 (S.R. 20), U.S. 129 (S.R. 49/51), and Branford 
Road (S.R. 247) 

Taylor U.S. 19 (S.R. 55), U.S. 27 (S.R. 20), and U.S. 98 (S.R. 30) 

Union S.R. 16*, S.R. 231, S.R. 100 and S.R. 121 

*Extremely short segments may not be visible at map scale. 
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Table 3:  LOS E Road Segments for Bicycles and Pedestrians 

County State Roads 

Alachua U.S. 301 (S.R. 200), S.R. 20*, S.R. 24, S.R. 26, 

Baker U.S. 90 (S.R. 10) 

Bradford U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) and S.R. 100* 

Clay Blanding Boulevard (S.R. 21), U.S. 301 (S.R. 200),  and U.S. 17 (S.R. 15) 

Columbia U.S. 90 (S.R. 10)*, U.S. 441/Marion Street South (S.R. 25A) 

Dixie U.S. 19/27A/98 (S.R. 55) 

Duval Beaver Street/U.S. 90 (S.R. 10), MLK Jr. Parkway/U.S. 1 Alt (S.R. 15), Phillips Highway (S.R. 5)*, 
Lem Turner Road (S.R. 115), Edgewood Avenue (S.R. 111), Heckscher Drive (S.R. 105)*, San Jose 
Boulevard (S.R. 13)*, State Street (S.R. 139), and Hart Expressway (S.R. 228) 

Hamilton U.S. 41 (S.R. 6/25)* and U.S. 129 (S.R. 51) 

Lafayette U.S. 27 (S.R. 20)* 

Madison NE Colin Kelly Highway (S.R. 145)* 

Nassau U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) and U.S. 1/23/301 (S.R. 15) 

Putnam Reid Street (S.R. 100)* 

Suwannee Ohio Avenue (S.R. 249) 

Union S.R. 100* 

*Extremely short segments may not be visible at map scale. 

4.3 Level of Service Data Source 
In 2013, FDOT Central Office funded a project to evaluate bicycle and pedestrian level of service across 
the state highway system.  All roadway geometric data were collected via FDOT’s Video Logs and 
Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI) database.  Daily traffic volumes and truck percentages were 
taken from FDOT’s Traffic Information database.2  For locations with on-street parking, the parking 
utilization percentage was assumed based on area type (urban, transitioning, or rural).3  Quality checks of 
the Central Office data uncovered minor discrepancies that were addressed through updates to the 
programmed calculations.  Furthermore, because the Central Office data were collected more than a year 
before this District Two study, District maintenance staff identified approximately 30 recently constructed 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  The characteristics for these facilities were added to the database and 
the levels of service were then updated.  Some isolated atypical cross sections and lane configurations 
(e.g., buffered bike lanes, underutilized on-street parking in small urban areas, and hatched shoulders 
through interchanges) represent settings that are limitations of the level of service models and may 
produce non-intuitive results.  

 

                                                  
2 To estimate peak hour truck percentages, one-third of the T24 (daily truck percentage) values was used. 

FDOT Transportation Statistics Office decided on this value for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Level of Service 
Evaluation Report (February 2014), and Sprinkle Consulting deemed it appropriate for District Two. 

3 For this District Two study, default percentages were increased to better reflect local conditions. 
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5.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Demand 
Travel demand analysis is the process of identifying and quantifying potential bicycle and pedestrian trip 
activity.  The level of service results addressed the “supply” issue of non-motorized transportation 
options.  Another measure is needed to examine the “demand” for bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  The 
travel demand analysis estimates the relative amount of bicycle and pedestrian activity that would occur 
along a corridor if facilities were constructed and conditions were excellent.   

The demand criterion and the level of service criterion are complementary.  When coupled, they provide 
a balanced picture of user need and perceived safety and comfort.  For example, a particular corridor 
segment may have relatively poor walking conditions but relatively high pedestrian activity potential 
because it is adjacent to an elementary school.  Conversely, another segment may have relatively good 
cycling conditions but relatively low potential bicyclist activity because it is in an isolated location.  

5.1 Methodology 
To perform a travel demand analysis for the bicycle and pedestrian modes, a methodology is employed 
that recognizes the unique impediments to that mode.  Some impediments that hinder bicycle and 
pedestrian travel include poor accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians within the existing 
transportation network.  Existing bicycle and pedestrian counts do not indicate the potential bicycle trip 
activity within a roadway network as the facilities may not support an acceptable level of safety and 
comfort to a potential user.  Therefore, alternative or surrogate measures of assessing bicycle and 
pedestrian trip activity are needed. 

The demand analysis is based on a variation of the Latent Demand Score (LDS) method.  The LDS method 
estimates the latent or potential demand for bicycle travel (i.e., the level of travel that would occur if a 
bicycle facility existed on a road segment) by analyzing the proximity and trip generation potential of 
activity centers to determine the potential demand for the facility (as explained in FHWA-RD-98-166). 

The potential for trip activity was evaluated based on the characteristics within the surrounding area at 
the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level of each segment for three trip attraction/generation variables:  

 Population 

 Employment 

 School enrollment 

The TAZs and socioeconomic data for the trip attraction/generation variables were derived from the 
updated Florida Statewide Model version 5.124. The 2010 socioeconomic data represent the current 
demand.  The 2040 socioeconomic data represent future demand.  The same series of steps were taken to 
develop current and future demand.  The specific steps, carried out using GIS software for each network 
segment, are listed below: 
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Create a buffer around the segment to represent the bicycle and pedestrian travel shed (the propensity of 
non-motorized trips typically begins to decline dramatically as distances increase);4 

Intersect the segment travel shed buffer with the current year (2010) or future year (2040) TAZs; 

Calculate the proportion of the travel shed buffer that intersects the various TAZs; 

Multiply the intersect area proportions for each TAZ by the projected population, employment, and 
school enrollment for those TAZs (this effectively calculates the TAZ data for the portion of the TAZ that 
coincides with the travel shed); and 

Sum the data for each of the TAZs that intersects any portion of the travel shed buffer to estimate the 
total population, employment, and school enrollment for the segment. 

Those segments with the highest level of projected population, employment, and school enrollment 
within close proximity are those with the highest latent demand for bicycle and pedestrian activity. 

5.2 2010 Estimated Demand 
Figures C1-1 through C1-18 show the bicycle and pedestrian 2010 estimated demand for each county.  
The demand determination values ranged from 0 (lowest demand) to 100 (highest demand).  Not 
surprisingly, the greatest demand occurs in Alachua and Duval Counties, the District’s most populous 
counties.  

Alachua County’s highest demand segments are in Gainesville near the University of Florida on University 
Avenue (S.R. 26) from U.S. 441/SW 13th Street (S.R. 25) to Main Street and on U.S. 441/SW 13th Street 
(S.R. 24) from University Avenue (S.R. 26) to Archer Road (S.R. 24). Figure C1-1 provides details for 2010 
demand in Alachua County. 

Downtown Jacksonville had the highest determination values in the District (see Figure C1-7).  estimated 
demand was high on Union Street (S.R. 139), State Street (S.R. 139), Forsyth Street (S.R. 228), Adam Street 
(S.R. 228), Main Street (S.R. 5), Ocean Street (S.R. 5), Prudential Drive (S.R. 5), Arlington Expressway (S.R. 
10A), Acosta Bridge Expressway (S.R. 13), Hart Bridge Expressway (S.R. 228), I-95, JTB Boulevard (S.R. 202), 
and Roosevelt Boulevard (S.R. 15). 

Unlike the level of service evaluation, for which limited access facilities were excluded, such facilities were 
evaluated as part of the latent demand analyses.  This was done considering the possibility that shared 
use path facilities designed for bicycle and pedestrian travel could be constructed within the rights-of-way 
of such roadways.  Currently, Florida Statutes 316.091 prohibits bicycle or other human-powered vehicle 
on limited-access and interstate facilities; however, according to Florida Statutes 349.04, Jacksonville 
Transportation Authority’s Jacksonville Expressway System is an exception to this law. 

Outside of the most populous counties, Clay and St. Johns Counties had segments of high estimated 
potential demand.  For instance, Kingsley Avenue (S.R. 224) in Clay County, and King Street and Cathedral 

                                                  
4 For this variation of the Latent Demand Score method, a buffer of 0.75-mile was chosen, which is consistent 

with recent applications by many Florida metropolitan planning agencies.  Complete application of the Latent 
Demand Score method uses buffers ranging from 0.25-mile to 3 miles based on trip elasticity curves for 
various trip purposes (commute, school, recreational, etc.) for the two travel modes. 
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Place (S.R. 5A) in St. Johns County, show relatively high determination values.  The remaining counties in 
the District had relatively low determination values. 

5.3 2040 potential Demand 
Figures C2-1 through C2-18 show the bicycle and pedestrian 2040 potential demand for each county.  The 
process outlined in the previous section yielded demand scores for each analysis section.  The scores were 
scaled so that the highest latent demand score had a value of 100, while the lowest latent demand score 
had a value of 0.  All other scores were scaled proportionately between the maximum and minimum 
values.  Because of the expected growth in population, employment, and school enrollment in 2040 
compared to 2010, there is higher demand on many roadways.  

In Alachua County, Williston Road (S.R. 331) from U.S. 441 (S.R. 25) to SW 34th Street (S.R. 121) and from 
S.R. 226 to University Avenue (S.R. 26), has high demand when compared to 2010.  See Figure C2-1 for 
details. 

Duval County added Beaver Street/U.S. 90 (S.R. 10) from Ocean Street (S.R. 5) to the Nassau County Line 
and Southside Connector (S.R. 113) to I-295 to its list of segments with higher demand.  See Figure C2-7 
for details. 

St. Johns County also had higher demand on Castillo Drive/San Marco Avenue (S.R. 5A) from King Street to 
S.R. 16, May Street (S.R. A1A) from San Marco Avenue to Vilano Road (S.R. A1A), and S.R. 312 from S.R. 
207 to U.S. 1 (S.R. 5).  See Figure C2-15. 

The remaining counties in District Two produced relatively low determination values in 2040. 
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6.0 Crash and Safety Analysis 
The crash and safety analysis reviewed five years (2008 through 2012) of bicycle and pedestrian crash 
data in FDOT District Two.  From these crash data, temporal and spatial trends were identified based on 
factors such as lighting condition, day of week, and position on roadway, among others.  Figures D1-1 
through D1-18 show bicycle crashes, and Figures D2-1 through D2-18 show pedestrian crashes by county.  
The total number of crashes analyzed by county over the five-year period are listed in Table 7. 

Table 4:  Total Analyzed Crashes 
 (2008 through 2012) 

County 
Crashes 

Bicycle Pedestrian 

Alachua 318 211 

Baker 3 6 

Bradford 5 15 

Clay 87 72 

Columbia 20 42 

Dixie 2 5 

Duval 474 618 

Gilchrist 0 3 

Hamilton 1 6 

Lafayette 0 4 

Levy 6 11 

Madison 0 6 

Nassau 6 22 

Putnam 12 42 

St. Johns 89 71 

Suwannee 3 6 

Taylor 7 5 

Union 3 1 

Total 1,036 1,146 
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6.1 Temporal Trends 
From January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2012, 1,548 bicycle crashes and 1,566 pedestrian crashes 
occurred.  Of the crashes which occurred within this five year span, 211 involved both bicycle and 
pedestrian, meaning 211 crashes were classified as both bicycle and pedestrian crashes.  Overall, 2,903 
different crashes were reviewed for potential analysis.  Out of the 1,548 bicycle crashes, 1,036 were 
ultimately incorporated into the following analysis.  Similarly, 1,146 of 1,566 pedestrian crashes were 
incorporated.5 

Annually, an average of 207 bicycle crashes occurred, with the highest number of crashes occurring in 
2012 and the least in 2010.  Graph 1 shows that the number of bicycle crashes increased from 2010 
through 2012. 

Graph 1:  Bicycle Crashes by Year 

 

 
  

                                                  
5 Due to inconsistencies in crash reporting, a significant number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes were 

eliminated from analysis.  The identified inconsistencies are a result of conflicting indications described by the 
raw crash data files.  The researchers determined that to be considered for analysis, two data fields from the 
crash data files must not be conflicting.  The data field indicating “count of bicyclists” must be consistent with 
the field indicating “first/most harmful event.”  In the instance that the “count of bicyclists” field contained an 
integer of 1 or greater while the “first/most harmful event” did not indicate collision with bicycle, this crash was 
eliminated from analysis.  Crashes which indicated a “count of bicyclists” of zero and a “first/most harmful 
event” of collision with bicycle were also eliminated from analysis.  Therefore, only those crashes which 
indicated a “count of bicyclists” of one or more and a “first/most harmful event” of collision with bicycle were 
analyzed.  This method of identifying and removing inconsistent data was also applied to pedestrian crashes. 

Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total Annual Average
Number of Bicycle Crashes 206 201 169 199 261 1036 207
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There were an average of 229 pedestrian crashes annually between 2008 and 2012.  The highest number 
of crashes occurred in 2012 and the least in 2010.  As shown in Graph 2, with the exception of 2010 and 
2012, the number of crashes remained relatively steady.  Annually, there was an average of 22 more 
pedestrian crashes than bicycle crashes. 

Graph 2:  Pedestrian Crashes by Year 

 

 

6.1.1 Day of Week 

Graph 3 shows the number of bicycle crashes that occurred by day of week.  Thursday had the most 
bicycle crashes, with all other weekdays having similar totals and Sunday having the least.  The reduction 
in crashes on Sunday is likely due to a reduction in automobile traffic volume. 

Graph 3:  Bicycle Crashes by Day of Week 

 

 

Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total Annual Average
Number of Bicycle Crashes 220 227 208 222 269 1146 229
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Graph 4 shows the number of pedestrian crashes that occurred by day of week.  The highest amounts of 
crashes occurred on Thursday and Friday, with the least occurring on Sunday.  Again, the reduction in 
crashes on Sunday is likely due to reduced automobile traffic volume. 

Graph 4:  Pedestrian Crashes by Day of Week 

 

6.1.2 Month 

Graph 5 shows that July and August each had the most bicycle crashes out of all the months, followed 
closely by October, while February had the least number of crashes. 

Graph 5:  Bicycle Crashes by Month 
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As seen in Graph 6, December experienced the most pedestrian crashes, followed by October, while June 
had the least number of crashes. 

Graph 6:  Pedestrian Crashes by Month 

 

6.1.3 Month and Year 

The crash data was analyzed by month and year for informational purposes.  Most bicycle crashes by 
month and year occurred in August 2012, as seen in Graph 7, with over 30 crashes.  Graph 8 shows that 
most pedestrian crashes by month and year occurred in March 2012, with over 35 crashes. 

Graph 7:  Bicycle Crashes by Month and Year 
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Graph 8:  Pedestrian Crashes by Month and Year 

 

6.1.4 County and Year 

The crash data was analyzed by county and year for informational purposes.  Graphs 9 and 10 show that 
most bicycle and pedestrian crashes by county and year occurred in Duval County in 2012.  Not 
surprisingly, Alachua and Duval Counties are the most populous counties in the District and have the most 
bicycle and pedestrian crashes due to their urbanized areas (i.e., Jacksonville and Gainesville). 

Graph 9:  Bicycle Crashes by County and Year 
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Graph 10:  Pedestrian Crashes by County and Year 

 

 

6.2 Time of Day 

6.2.1 Overall 

Graph 11 shows that during the morning hours, most bicycle crashes occurred between 9:00 AM and 
11:00 AM.  As expected, most bicycle crashes occurred during the PM peak hours of 4:00 PM and 5:00 
PM, as shown in Graph 12.   

Generally, the number of bicycle crashes correlated with the levels of expected motor vehicle and bicycle 
traffic volume.  A significant drop occurred at 7:00 PM into the later evening hours.  Morning crashes 
were rare before 6:00 AM, although 22 crashes occurred during the hour of 12:00 AM. 

Graph 13 shows pedestrian crashes for the morning hours.  Pedestrian crashes were almost twice as 
common during the afternoon than in the morning.  Graph 14 shows that most crashes occurred between 
6:00 PM and 7:00 PM.  The 97 crashes that occurred between 6:00 PM and 7:00 PM are more than two 
standard deviations above the average crashes per hour. 

While there were fewer pedestrian crashes in the late evening and early morning, the relative decrease 
was not as significant as the decrease observed for bicycle crashes.  Other factors, such as lighting, may 
have caused a disproportionately high percentage of crashes during times of low pedestrian traffic 
volume.  
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Graph 11:  AM Bicycle Crashes 

 

Graph 12:  PM Bicycle Crashes 

 

Graph 13:  AM Pedestrian Crashes 
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Graph 14:  PM Pedestrian Crashes 

 

6.2.2 Bicycle 

Bicycle crashes for weekdays and weekends trended as expected.  Weekday crashes, shown in Graphs 15 
and 16, generally followed a similar pattern compared to overall crashes.  A late afternoon spike could be 
seen corresponding to the PM peak motor vehicle volume, followed by a decline into the evening.  The 
morning weekday bicycle crash patterns generally mirrored the overall bicycle crash trends. 

Graph 15:  AM Weekday Bicycle Crashes 

 

Graph 16:  PM Weekday Bicycle Crashes 
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Weekend crashes for bicycles also exhibited normal trends, as seen in Graphs 17 and 18.  Crashes 
remained consistent from 10:00 AM through 6:00 PM.  The AM and PM peak crashes were less apparent, 
if existent at all.  A noticeable decrease in crashes was seen at 11:00 PM, with an apparent decline into 
the early morning hours. 

Graph 17:  AM Weekend Bicycle Crashes 

 

Graph 18:  PM Weekend Bicycle Crashes 

 

6.2.3 Pedestrian 

A refined look at pedestrian crashes revealed some interesting trends. 

Weekday pedestrian crashes exhibited very similar characteristics to the overall pedestrian crashes for 
both AM and PM hours, as seen in Graphs 19 and 20.  The same morning and afternoon peaks were seen 
in weekday pedestrian crashes as in overall pedestrian crashes. 

Graphs 21 and 22 show that weekend pedestrian crash trends deviated from weekday pedestrian crash 
trends significantly.  Generally, crashes remained steady from noon through 5:00 PM.  Most weekend 
pedestrian crashes occurred during the 6:00 PM hour.   

Between 11:00 PM and 3:00 AM, 71 weekend pedestrian crashes occurred.  The same time period saw 76 
weekday pedestrian crashes.  This suggests that on the weekend there was a relative increase in 
pedestrian traffic in the late evening and early morning hours.  This increase in pedestrian traffic coupled 
with possible poor lighting conditions likely explains the high number of crashes during this four-hour 
period.  
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Graph 19:  AM Weekday Pedestrian Crashes 

 

Graph 20:  PM Weekday Pedestrian Crashes 

 

Graph 21:  AM Weekend Pedestrian Crashes 
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Graph 22:  PM Weekend Pedestrian Crashes 

 

 

6.3 Conditions 

6.3.1 Weather 

Both bicycle crashes and pedestrian crashes had about the same distribution of weather conditions.  Most 
crashes (81 percent for bicycle and 78 percent for pedestrian) occurred under clear conditions, with 
cloudy conditions noted in 16 percent for both bicycle and pedestrian crashes, as shown in Graphs 23 and 
24.  The low number of crashes during adverse weather conditions is likely tied to a reduction in bicycle 
and pedestrian traffic volume; however, pedestrian crashes in the rain were 3 percent higher than bicycle 
crashes in the rain.  This is likely due to pedestrian trips that must be made regardless of the inclement 
weather, such as walking to the bus stop or to and from work. 

Graph 23:  Bicycle Crashes by Weather Condition 
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Graph 24:  Pedestrian Crashes by Weather Condition 

 

 

6.3.2 Road Surface 

Road surface condition had seemingly minimal impact on most bicycle and pedestrian crashes, as most 
crashes involved a dry road surface. 

Since bicycle and pedestrian use is low during adverse weather conditions, a wet road surface was 
reported in few bicycle and pedestrian crashes, as shown in Graphs 25 and 26, respectively.  Icy or other 
conditions were reported in only three pedestrian crashes. 

Graph 25:  Bicycle Crashes by Road Surface Condition 
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Graph 26:  Pedestrian Crashes by Road Surface Condition 

 

 

6.3.3 Light 

Of the 1,036 first harmful event bicycle crashes, 799 (77 percent) occurred during daylight conditions, as 
shown in Graph 27.  More crashes occurred at dusk (34) than at dawn (14).  The percentage of crashes 
occurring during daylight conditions correlated strongly with the time of day.  As shown in Graph 12, 
there was a sharp decline in bicycle crashes starting at 7:00 PM, which generally continued through early 
morning until 5:00 AM.  

Graph 28 shows that almost half of the 1,146 first harmful event pedestrian crashes occurred during 
daylight conditions.  Dusk and dawn lighting conditions had the same number of crashes (25).  Both dark, 
street light, and no street light, conditions saw a significant proportion of crashes. 

Graph 27:  Bicycle Crashes by Light Condition 
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Graph 28:  Pedestrian Crashes by Light Condition 

 

 

6.3.4 Side of Road 

Most bicycle crashes occurred in the center of the road, with right- and left-side crashes being almost 
equally distributed, as shown in Graph 29. 

Graph 30 shows that almost half of the pedestrian crashes occurred in the center of the road, with left- 
and right-side crashes differing by only 1 percent. 

When analyzing crashes by side of road, firm conclusions about crash trends could not be drawn without 
examining other relevant data.  In this case, distributions for both bicycle crashes and pedestrian crashes 
were not atypical. 
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Graph 29:  Bicycle Crashes by Side of Road 

 

Graph 30:  Pedestrian Crashes by Side of Road 
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6.4 Contributing Causes 

6.4.1 Bicycle 

Graph 31 breaks out contributing causes for bicycle crashes, with the most common contributing cause 
being “Failure to Yield Right-of-Way” (on the part of either the bicyclist or the motorist).  “None” was 
indicated for 25 percent of the crashes, 15 percent were for “Careless Driving” (on the part of the 
motorist), and “Other” was at 17 percent.  Eleven other contributing causes comprised the last 8 percent 
of the bicycle crashes. 

As noted in Section 6.3.4, 42 percent of bicycle crashes occurred in the middle of the roadway.  This 
coincided with a similar proportion of failure to yield as a contributing cause.  A common bicycle crash 
consisted of the bicyclist crossing a side street and being hit by a driver turning but ignoring or failing to 
check for bicyclists in the crosswalk.   

Not all bicycle crashes were the fault of the driver; 25 percent of crashes had no contributing causes.  This 
means that either all parties involved were equally at fault or it could not be determined who was at fault. 

Graph 31:  Bicycle Crashes by Contributing Causes 

 
Note:  Some crashes may have had multiple contributing causes.  In these cases, only the first contributing cause according to the 
accident report was considered. 
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6.4.2 Pedestrian 

Graph 32 shows 60 percent of pedestrian crashes were coded “None” for a contributing cause.  “Other,” 
“Failure to Yield Right-of-Way” (on the part of either the pedestrian or the motorist), and “Careless 
Driving” (on the part of the motorist) comprised 13 percent, 14 percent, and 10 percent of the pedestrian 
crashes, respectively.  Thirteen other contributing causes comprised the remaining 3 percent of 
pedestrian crashes. 

Although contributing causes are subject to a police officer’s ability to corroborate witness statements 
and recreate the crash scene as it happened, the lack of a contributing cause suggests that all parties 
involved were either not at fault or shared it equally.  Furthermore, no contributing cause suggests that 
other environmental factors, such as lighting, may have influenced the crashes. 

Graph 32:  Pedestrian Crashes by Contributing Causes 

 
Note:  Some crashes may have had multiple contributing causes.  In these cases, only the first contributing cause according to the 
accident report was considered. 
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6.5 Crash Clusters 
Safety for all users is one of the FDOT’s fundamental goals.  The FDOT Safety Office created crash clusters 
from individual bicycle and pedestrian crashes using crash data from 2007 to 2011.  These clusters 
revealed corridors that have concentrations of bicycle and pedestrian crashes.  The analysis indicates that 
these corridors should be further investigated for safety concerns or improvements.  The gap 
prioritization methodology only used the crash data presented in Sections 6.1 through 6.4. This crash 
cluster analysis is provided as information from FDOT Safety Office for bicycle and pedestrian crashes. 

The bicycle and pedestrian crash clusters were generated using the same methodology.  Any crashes 
within 50 feet of each other were pulled to a common location.  These were crash groups.   The cash 
groups were then collapsed into a single point called a crash cluster, and the individual crashes were 
summed up as an attribute of the new point.  The crash clusters were then buffered by 300 feet and 
dissolved to create one contiguous area. 

Bicycle crashes were more likely to occur in the urbanized areas.  Table 8 shows the five largest bicycle 
crash clusters in the District.  The largest crash cluster occurred in Gainesville (Alachua County) on NW 
13th Street (U.S. 441/S.R. 25) from NW 16th Avenue to just south of West University Avenue (S.R. 26).  
There were 45 crashes, 40 injuries, and 2 fatalities along this 1.26-mile corridor.  Figure D3-1 shows the 
crash cluster locations that occurred in Alachua County.  The second largest cluster occurred in 
Jacksonville Beach (Duval County) on 3rd Street (S.R. A1A) north and south of Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212).  
There were 27 crashes, 24 injuries, and 1 fatality along this 0.63-mile corridor.  Figure D3-7 shows the 
crash cluster locations that occurred in Duval County. 

The crash clusters are aggregated buffered areas and included nearby roads. For further investigation of a 
crash cluster, the individual crash reports should be collected and analyzed. 

NW 13th Street from West University Avenue to SW Archer Road in Gainesville and 3rd Street south of 
Beach Boulevard in Jacksonville Beach are at an LOS F for vehicular traffic according to the FDOT’s Florida 
State Highway System Level of Service Report 2013 dated August 2014.  Improving the level of service on 
these corridors may reduce the bicycle crashes. 

Similar to bicycle crash clusters, pedestrian crash clusters were more likely to occur in the urbanized 
areas.  The five largest pedestrian crash clusters are listed in Table 9.  The largest crash cluster within 
District Two occurred in Gainesville on West University Avenue (S.R. 26) from NW 19th Street to NW 6th 
Street.  This 1-mile corridor had 49 crashes, 46 injuries, and 1 fatality.  Figure D4-1 shows the crash cluster 
locations that occurred in Alachua County.  The second largest cluster occurred in downtown Jacksonville 
along Beaver Street, (U.S. 90), Union Street, and State Street from North Jefferson Street to North 
Washington Street.  Figure D4-7 shows the crash cluster locations that occurred in Duval County. 
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Table 5:  Top Five District Two Bicycle Crash Clusters 

Crashes 
in Cluster 

City Injuries Fatalities Roadway 
Length of 

cluster (miles) 
Highway 

LOS 
Bicycle LOS 

Pedestrian 
LOS 

45 Gainesville 40 2 NW 13th Street (S.R. 25) 1.26 C and F D C and D 
27 Jacksonville Beach 24 1 3rd Street (S.R. A1A) 0.63 D and F B, C, D, and E D, E, and F 
19 Gainesville 18 0 Main Street (S.R. 20 and S.R. 329) 0.62 C C C and D 

18 Gainesville 18 0 
SW 34th Street (S.R. 121) 0.44 C C D 
Archer Road (S.R. 24) 0.41 C D D 

15 Jacksonville 15 0 Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212) 0.48 C C F 
 

Table 6:  Top Five District Two Pedestrian Crash Clusters 

Crashes 
in Cluster 

City Injuries Fatalities Roadway 
Length of 

cluster (miles) 
Highway 

LOS 
Bicycle LOS 

Pedestrian 
LOS 

49 Gainesville 46 1 
University Avenue (S.R. 26) 1.00 D D and E C and D 
U.S. 441 (S.R. 25) 0.30 C and F D C and D 

43 Jacksonville 39 3 

Beaver Street (S.R. 10)   1.05 C C B and D 
Union Street (S.R. 139) 1.02 D D E 
State Street (S.R. 139) 0.85 C and D D and E D, E, and F 
Main Street (S.R. 5) 0.17 C D D and E 
Ocean Street (S.R. 5) 0.21 C C and D D and E 

37 Jacksonville 35 0 

Forsyth Street (SIS facility) 0.85 C NA NA 
Bay Street (S.R. 15) 0.85 C NA NA 
Adams Street (S.R. 228 and SIS facility) 0.54 C A C 
Main Street (S.R. 5) 0.38 C C and D D 
Ocean Street (S.R. 5) 0.33 C A, B, C and D C and D 

29 Jacksonville Beach 27 3 
3rd Street (S.R. A1A) 0.63 D and F D and E E and F 
Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212) 0.42 D D E 

27 Gainesville 35 0 
University Avenue (S.R. 26) 0.46 D D C 
Main Street (S.R. 329) 0.36 C C C and D 
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West University Avenue from NW 19th Street to NW 6th Street is at LOS D; however, the intersection with 
NW 13th Street is at LOS F.  Beaver Street is at LOS C, while Union Street and State Street are at LOS D. 

Both Gainesville and Jacksonville have bicycle and pedestrian plans; however, it is unknown if those plans 
identified these same corridors as having a higher proportion of bicycle and pedestrian crashes.  It is also 
unknown if safety improvements have been planned for these same corridors. 

The crash clusters were added as more information. No additional analysis was completed beyond 
identifying the crash clusters. Common trends or potential countermeasures may be done as part of a 
future study, which is outside the scope of this report. Also, the actual crash reports should be collected 
and analyzed for any future analysis or recommended improvements. 
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 7-1 

7.0 Gap Prioritization 
The gap prioritization combines the information provided and collected in the previous sections to 
identify roadways in the District for gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian modes, and prioritizes the gaps for 
future improvement. 

7.1 Prioritization Protocol 
All identified gaps, defined as the absence of facilities as specified in Section Three, will be part of the 
Study’s prioritization process.  As specified in the Scope of Services, the three primary elements of the 
prioritization protocol are existing bicycling and walking conditions (i.e., level of service), non-motorized 
demand (2010 base year results), and bicycle and pedestrian safety. 6  The results of the respective 
analyses affirm the appropriateness of their use for this purpose.  Furthermore, these elements align well 
with the elements being used for a related Traffic Operations study being conducted for Duval County.  
One of that study’s five elements is bicycle and pedestrian crash data, two more (Average Daily Traffic and 
posted speed limit) are key components of bicycle and pedestrian level of service, and the remaining two 
(pedestrian generators and auto ownership) are related to non-motorized demand. 

Moreover, the gap prioritization analysis does not include projects funded or under construction, e.g., 
U.S. 301 between Baldwin and Callahan, that may alleviate existing gaps. The gap prioritization analysis 
only considers on-the-ground facilities. Specific gaps can be removed in future updates. 

The recommended prioritization protocol for the Districtwide Bicycle and Pedestrian Gap Study consists of 
the following point-based scoring system: 

Existing Conditions/LOS 

 LOS F = 5 points 
 LOS E = 4 points 
 LOS D = 3 points 
 LOS C = 2 points 
 LOS B = 1 point 
 LOS A = 0 points 

Potential Demand 

 highest quintile = 4 points 
 second quintile = 3 points 
 third quintile = 2 points 
 fourth quintile = 1 point 
 lowest quintile = 0 points 

                                                  
6 The Scope also mentions identification in prior plans as a potential element. As discussed elsewhere, the only 

two adopted facility-based plans in the District are the North Florida TPO’s and the Gainesville MTPO’s. The 
recommendations of these plans will be carried forward by reference; therefore, that potential prioritization 
element is effectively incorporated. 
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Crash Data7 

 4 points if there was a fatal bicycle or pedestrian crash during the analysis period 

 4 points if pedestrian/bicycle crash density (per mile) is greater than or equal to five 

 3 points if pedestrian/bicycle crash density (per mile) is greater than or equal to three and less than 
five 

 1 point if pedestrian/bicycle crash density (per mile) is greater than or equal to one and less than 
three 

 0 points if pedestrian/bicycle crash density (per mile) is less than one 

7.2 Bicycle Gap Methodology 
Bicycle facility gaps are road segments that do not include a bike lane, bike slot (slot between a through 
and right turn lane), shared use path, or paved shoulder at least four feet wide in the FDOT Roadway 
Characteristics Inventory (RCI) database dated September 2014 and December 2014.  Once the gaps are 
identified, each gap segment is prioritized based on the following criteria: 

 Level of service 

 Current and future potential demand 

 Crash and safety analysis  

The level of service segmentation, being very detailed, yielded many discrete gap segments some of 
which were too short and impractical for establishing Districtwide priorities.  Consequently, contiguous 
gap segments were consolidated by calculating the distance-weighted average of the component segment 
priority scores.  For example, if a roadway has two contiguous segments with one having a value of 1.6 
and 5 miles long and another segment having a value of 3.2 and 10 miles long, then 2.7 would be the 
value of consolidated gap segment.  This method yielded 407 consolidated prioritized bicycle facility gaps, 
which are grouped into 5 priority tiers, as listed in Table 10, and shown on Figures E1-1 through E1-18. 

Table 7:  Gap Prioritization Tier Determination 
Tier Numerical Range 

1 (highest priority) ≥ 9.7 

2 >7.1 and ≤ 9.7 

3 >5.1 and ≤ 7.0 

4 >3.1 and ≤ 5.0 

5 (lowest priority) < 3.0 

                                                  
7 These point values are taken directly from the parallel project; note, however, that the “one point” category 

has been expanded to include density values between two and three (this was presumed to be an unintended 
oversight in its original description). 



 

 7-3 

7.3 Bicycle Gap Results 
The bicycle gap prioritization determination values ranged from 1 (lowest) to 12 (highest). Tier 1 
pedestrian gaps occur in Alachua, Clay, and Duval, Counties. In Alachua County, portions of Archer Road 
(S.R. 24), University Avenue (S.R. 26), and NW 13th Street/U.S. 441 (S.R. 25) have among the highest 
values for bicycle gap prioritization as shown on Figure E1-1. Duval County has the most bicycle gaps and 
the District’s highest values (see Figure E1-7 for details). The highest value of 12 occurs on 8th Street (S.R. 
114) and McDuff Avenue (S.R. 129). Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212), University Boulevard (S.R. 109), Mayport 
Road (S.R. 101 and A1A), and San Jose Boulevard (S.R. 13) have very long contiguous segments. Blanding 
Boulevard (S.R. 21) in Clay County has a value of 12 (see Figure E1-4).  

7.4 Pedestrian Gap Methodology 
Pedestrian gaps are road segments without a sidewalk or a shared use path on either side of the road 
using the “Left/Right/Composite” field in the FDOT Roadway Characteristics Inventory (RCI) database 
dated September 2014 and December 2014.  Once the gaps are identified, each gap segment is prioritized 
based the same evenly weighted criteria as for the bicycle gap. 

Similar to the bicycle gaps, the level of service segmentation for the pedestrian gap prioritization, being 
very detailed, yielded many discrete gap segments some of which were too short and impractical for 
establishing Districtwide priorities.  Consequently, contiguous gap segments were consolidated by 
calculating the distance-weighted average of the component segment priority scores.  This method 
yielded 416 consolidated prioritized gaps, which are grouped into 5 priority tiers, as listed in Table 11, and 
shown on Figures E2-1 through E2-18. 

Table 8:  Gap Prioritization Tier Determination 
Tier Numerical Range 

1 (highest priority) ≥ 8.1 

2 > 6.5 and ≤ 8.0 

3 > 5.2 and ≤ 6.4 

4 > 4.1 and ≤ 5.1 

5 (lowest priority) < 4.0 

7.5 Pedestrian Gap Results 
The pedestrian gap prioritization determination values ranged from 2 (lowest) to 13 (highest). Tier 1 
pedestrian gaps occur in Alachua, Clay, Duval, and St. Johns Counties.  In Alachua County, U.S. 441 (S.R. 
20) and NW 23rd Avenue (S.R. 120) are the only state roads having values above 8.1 as shown on Figure 
E2-1.  Not surprisingly, Duval County has the most pedestrian gaps and the District’s highest values (see 
Figure E2-7 for details).  The highest value of 13 occurs on Beach Boulevard (S.R. 212) near the terminus 
at the Hart Expressway (S.R. 228). The Southside Boulevard (S.R. 115), Arlington Expressway (S.R. 10A), 
Hart Expressway (S.R. 228), Philips Highway/U.S. 1 (S.R. 5), 20th Street (S.R. 15), and MLK, Jr. Expressway 
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(S.R. 115) have very long contiguous segments which sometimes intersect.  While Clay and St. Johns 
Counties do have contiguous segments, they are relatively short compared to those in Alachua and Duval 
Counties.  Nevertheless, segments of U.S. 17 (S.R. 15) and Blanding Boulevard (S.R. 21) in Clay County 
have values of 9 and above (see Figure E2-4).  Meanwhile, St. Johns County has segment of Ponce de Leon 
Boulevard/U.S. 1 (S.R. 5) with values of 8.8 and 10 as shown on Figure E2-15. 

Tier 2 includes facilities in the same counties as tier 1, which is inclusive of Nassau, Putnam, and Columbia 
Counties. S.R. A1A in Nassau County, U.S. 17 (S.R. 15) and S.R. 20 in Putnam County, and Main 
Boulevard/U.S. 41 (S.R. 45) in Columbia County all have noticeably long tier 2 contiguous segments.  

7.6 Application of Results 
The results of this prioritization process will serve as a guide to the District as it seeks to improve bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations over time.  While gradual expansion of the non-motorized facility 
networks will be accomplished through a variety of funding sources and project types, these findings can 
provide an objective resource for future roadway planning. 
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FDOT DISTRICT TWO BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN GAP STUDY
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  
 
This report documents the methodology employed by Sprinkle Consulting, Inc. (SCI) to 
evaluate the bicycling suitability, or level of service, that currently exists on the study 
network within Alachua County.  This report also documents the data requirements, data 
collection and compilation guidelines, and results of the evaluation.  
 
Overall, the existing road network in the County provides an average condition for 
bicycling.  The roadways average a level of service “C” on a statistically calibrated grading 
scale of “A” through “F”.  The study network includes arterial, collector, and some local 
roads.  The figure below illustrates the distribution of the levels of service within the study 
network.  The level of service average is a distance-weighted average (of the road 
segments).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The results of this evaluation can be used to produce a bicycling suitability map for 
distribution to the general public.  The Bicycle LOS evaluation results are used in the 
Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan to assist in developing a bicycle network and in 
the prioritization process. Other applications of the evaluation include planning, benefits 
comparison among proposed bikeway/road cross-sections, and estimating future bicycling 
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conditions.  It can also be used to track changes in bicycling conditions within the County’s 
transportation network.  

E V A L U A T I O N  M E T H O D O L O G Y  
 
The statistically-calibrated mathematical equation entitled the Bicycle Level of Service1 

Model (Version 2.0) was used as the foundation of the evaluation.  This Model is the most 

accurate method of evaluating the bicycling conditions of shared roadway environments.  

It uses the same measurable traffic and roadway factors that transportation planners and 

engineers use for other travel modes. With statistical precision, the Model clearly reflects 

the effect on bicycling suitability or “compatibility” due to factors such as roadway width, 

bike lane widths and striping combinations, traffic volume, pavement surface conditions, 

motor vehicles speed and type, and on-street parking. 

 
The Bicycle LOS Model is based on the proven research documented in Transportation 

Research Record 1578 published by the Transportation Research Board of the National 

Academy of Sciences (see Appendix A).  It was developed with a background of over 

100,000 miles of evaluated urban, suburban, and rural roads and streets across North 

America. It has been adopted by the Florida Department of Transportation as the 

recommended standard methodology for determining existing and anticipated bicycling 

conditions throughout Florida.  Many urbanized area planning agencies and state highway 

departments are using this established method of evaluating their roadway networks.  

These include metropolitan areas across North America such as Baltimore MD, Birmingham 

AL, Philadelphia PA, San Antonio TX, Houston TX, Buffalo NY, Anchorage AK, Lexington 

KY, and Tampa FL as well as state departments of transportation such as, Delaware 

Department of Transportation (DelDOT), New York State Department of Transportation 

(NYDOT), Maine Department of Transportation (MeDOT) and others. 

                                                      
1 Landis, Bruce W.  “Real-Time Human Perceptions: Toward a Bicycle Level of Service” Transportation Research Record 
1578, Transportation Research Board, Washington DC 1997 (see Appendix A). 
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Widespread application of the original form of the Bicycle LOS Model has provided several 

refinements.  Application of the Bicycle LOS Model in the metropolitan area of Philadelphia 

resulted in the final definition of the three effective width cases for evaluating roadways 

with on-street parking.  Application of the Bicycle LOS Model in the rural areas surrounding 

the greater Buffalo region resulted in refinements to the “low traffic volume roadway width 

adjustment”.  A 1997 statistical enhancement to the Model (during statewide application in 

Delaware) resulted in better quantification of the effects of high-speed truck traffic [see 

the SPt(1+10.38HV)2
  term].  As a result, Version 2.0 has the highest correlation coefficient 

(R2 = 0.77) of any form of the Bicycle LOS Model 2. 

 

 
Version 2.0 of the Bicycle LOS Model was employed to evaluate the roads and streets 

within Alachua County.  Its form is shown below: 

 
 Bicycle LOS = a1ln (Vol15/Ln) + a2SPt(1+10.38HV)2 + a3(1/PR5)2 + a4 (We)2 + C 

 
Where: 
 

 Vol15 = Volume of directional traffic in 15 minute time period 
   

   Vol15  =  (ADT x D x Kd) / (4 x PHF) 
 

   where: 
   ADT =   Average Daily Traffic on the segment or link 
   D = Directional Factor 
   Kd = Peak to Daily Factor 
   PHF =   Peak Hour Factor 

 
 Ln = Total number of directional through lanes 
 SPt = Effective speed limit 
 
   SPt = 1.1199 ln(SPp - 20) + 0.8103 
    
   where: 
   SPp = Posted speed limit (a surrogate for average running speed) 
      

                                                      
2 See Appendix A for a copy of the Bicycle LOS Model’s regression analysis statistics. 
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 HV    = percentage of heavy vehicles (as defined in the 1994 Highway Capacity               
Manual) 

 PR5 = FHWA’s five point pavement surface condition rating 
 We = Average effective width of outside through lane: 
    
    where: 
   We = Wv - (10 ft  x % OSPA) and Wl = 0 
   We = Wv + Wl (1 - 2 x % OSPA) and Wl > 0 & Wps= 0   
   We = Wv + Wl - 2 (10 x % OSPA) and Wl > 0 & Wps> 0 and  
     a bikelane exists 
 
     where: 
      Wt  =  total width of outside lane (and shoulder) pavement 

      OSPA =  percentage of segment with occupied on-street 
                                      parking 

       Wl = width of paving between the outside lane stripe and 
the edge of pavement 

        Wps= width of pavement striped for on-street parking   
             Wv = Effective width as a function of traffic volume 
 
         and: 
        Wv = Wt if ADT > 4,000veh/day 
        Wv = Wt(2-0.00025 x ADT) if ADT ≤ 4,000veh/day,

              and if the street/ 
                  road is undivided  

                  and unstriped 
 

      
 a1: 0.507 a2: 0.199 a3: 7.066 a4: - 0.005   C: 0.760 

  
(a1 - a4) are coefficients established by the multi-variate regression analysis as 
documented in Appendix A.  
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The Bicycle LOS score resulting from the final equation is stratified into service categories 

“A, B, C, D, E, and F” (according to the ranges shown in Table 1) to reflect users’ 

perception of the road segment’s level of service for bicycle travel.  This stratification is in 

accordance with the linear scale established during the referenced research (i.e., the 

research project bicycle participants’ aggregate response to roadway and traffic stimuli).  

The Model is particularly responsive to the factors that are statistically significant.  An 

example of its sensitivity to various roadway and traffic conditions is shown in Figure 1.  

 
TABLE 1   Bicycle Level-of-Service Categories 

______________________________________________________  
 LEVEL-OF-SERVICE        BLOS SCORE ______________________________________________________  

 A ≤ 1.5 
 B > 1.5 and ≤ 2.5 
 C > 2.5 and ≤ 3.5  
 D > 3.5 and ≤ 4.5 
 E > 4.5 and ≤ 5.5  
 F > 5.5 

______________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
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Bicycle LOS = a1ln (Vol15/Ln) + a2SPt(1+10.38HV)2 + a3(1/PR5)2 + a4 (We)2 + C 
 

a1: 0.507   a2: 0.199   a3: 7.066   a4: -0.005   C: 0.760 

Baseline inputs: 

ADT = 12,000 vpd % HV = 1 L  = 2 lanes  
SPp = 40 mph We = 12 ft PR5 = 4 (good pavement) 

 
 BLOS % Change 
Baseline Bicycle LOS Score  3.98       N/A 
 
Lane Width and Lane striping changes  (T-statistic = 9.844)  
 

Wt = 10 ft  4.20  6% increase 
Wt = 11 ft  4.09    3% increase 
Wt = 12 ft  - - (baseline average)   - - - - - - - -  3.98  -  -  -  -    no 

change 
Wt = 13 ft  3.85  3% reduction 
Wt = 14 ft  3.72  7% reduction 
Wt = 15 ft ( Wl = 3 ft ) 3.57 (3.08) 10%(23%) reduction 
Wt = 16 ft ( Wl = 4 ft ) 3.42 (2.70) 14%(32%) reduction 
Wt = 17 ft ( Wl = 5 ft ) 3.25 (2.28) 18%(43%) reduction 

 
Traffic Volume (ADT) variations  (T-statistic = 5.689) 
 

ADT =   1,000 Very Low   2.75   31% decrease 
ADT =   5,000 Low    3.54  11% decrease 
ADT = 12,000 Average  - - (baseline average) - -  3.98   - - - - - - 

 no change  
ADT = 15,000 High    4.09  3% increase 
ADT = 25,000 Very High    4.35  9% increase 

 
Pavement Surface conditions  (T-statistic = 4.902) 
 

PR5 = 2 Poor   5.30   33% increase 
PR5 = 3 Fair   4.32   9% reduction 
PR5 = 4  - -  Good - (baseline average) -  -  -  -   3.98 -  -  -  -   no 

change 
PR5 = 5 Very Good   3.82   4% reduction 

 
Heavy Vehicles in percentages (Combined speed and heavy vehicles T-statistic = 3.844) 
 

HV = 0 No Volume   3.80   5% decrease 
HV = 1 - - - Very Low - (baseline average) - -  3.98  - - - - - -  no change 
HV = 2 Low    4.18  5% increase 
HV = 5 Moderate    4.88  23% increasea 
HV = 10 High     6.42  61% increasea 
HV = 15 Very High   8.39  111% increasea 

 
aOutside the variable’s range (see Reference (1)) 

FIGURE 1 Bicycle LOS Model Sensitivity Analysis 
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D A T A  C O L L E C T I O N  A N D  I N V E N T O R Y  
G U I D E L I N E S  F O R  F U T U R E  U P D A T E S      
 
Following is the list of data required for computation of the Bicycle LOS scores as well as 
the associated guidelines for their collection and compilation into the programmed 
database. 
  
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) - is the average daily traffic volume on the segment or link.  
The programmed database will convert these volumes to Vol15 using the Directional Factor 
(D), Peak to Daily Factor (Kd) and Peak Hour Factor (PHF) for the road segment. 
 
Percent Heavy Vehicles(HV) - is the percentage of heavy vehicles (as defined in the 1994 
Highway Capacity Manual).  
 
Number of lanes of traffic (L) - Record the total number of through traffic lanes of the 
road segment and its configuration. (e.g., D = Divided, U = Undivided, OW = One Way, S 
= Center Turning Lane).  The programmed database will convert these lanes into 
directional lanes.  The presence of continuous right-turn lanes should be noted in 
the comments field. 
 
Posted Speed Limit (Sp) - Record as posted. 
 
Wt total width of pavement - is measured from the center of the road, yellow stripe, or (in 
the case of a multilane configuration) the lane separation striping to the edge of pavement 
or to the gutter pan of the curb. When there is angled parking adjacent to the outside 
lane, Wt is measured to the traffic-side end of the parking stall stripes. 
 
Wps width of pavement striped for on-street parking - Record this dimension only if there 
is parking to the right of a striped bike lane.  If there is parking on two sides on a one-
way, single lane street, report the combined width of the striped parking. 
 
Wl width of paving between the outside lane stripe and the edge of pavement  - is 
measured from the outside lane stripe to the edge of pavement or to the gutter pan of the 
curb. When there is angled parking adjacent to the outside lane, Wl is measured to the 
traffic-side end of the parking stall stripes. 
 
OSPA % - estimate the percentage of the segment (excluding driveways) along which 
there is occupied on-street parking at the time of survey.  Record each side separately.  If 
the parking is allowed only during off-peak periods and parking restrictions change widths 
and laneage, indicate the geometric changes in the comments field.  Note:  Indicate any 
“angled parking” in the comments field. 
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Pavement Condition: 
 

Travel Lane (PC  t) - Evaluate the pavement condition of the motor vehicle travel 
lane according to the FHWA’s five-point pavement surface condition rating shown in 
Figure 2. 
 

Shoulder or Bike lane (PC l) - Evaluate the pavement condition of the shoulder or 
bike lane according to the FHWA’s five point pavement surface condition rating 
shown in Figure 2. 

 
Designated Bike Lane - Indicate “Y” if there is a bikelane on the segment, otherwise enter 
“N”. 
 
Comments - If there is any noticeable difference in the above parameters between two 
directions (north/south or east/west) on a roadway segment, please record the data of the 
other direction in the comments field along with the direction.  Report all special 
conditions and assumptions made during the data collection on the segment in the 
comments field.  

 
 

RATING 
 

PAVEMENT CONDITION 
 

5.0 (Very 
Good) 

Only new or nearly new pavements are likely to be smooth 
enough and free of cracks and patches to qualify for this 
category. 

 
4.0 (Good) 

Pavement, although not as smooth as described above, gives 
a first class ride and exhibits signs of surface deterioration 

 
3.0 (Fair) 

Riding qualities are noticeably inferior to those above; may be 
barely tolerable for high-speed traffic.  Defects may include 
rutting, map cracking, and extensive patching. 

 
2.0 (Poor) 

Pavements have deteriorated to such an extent that they 
affect the speed of free-flow traffic.  Flexible pavement has 
distress over 50 percent or more of the surface.  Rigid 
pavement distress includes joint spalling, patching, etc. 

 
1.0  (Very Poor) 

 

Pavements that are in an extremely deteriorated condition.  
Distress occurs over 75 percent or more of the surface. 

Source:  U.S. Department of Transportation.  Highway Performance Monitoring System- 
Field Manual.  Federal Highway Administration. Washington, DC, 1987 

 
FIGURE 2   Pavement Condition Description 
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E V A L U A T I O N  R E S U L T S   
 

Two Bicycle LOS analyses were performed on the collector and arterial network as well as 

some local roads in Alachua County. The first analysis was done on existing conditions.  

The second analysis was performed on the E+C network identified from the City/County’s 

CIP.  This latter analysis was done using 2020 volumes provided by the MTPO.   

 

Based upon the established data collection guidelines, SCI and agency staff collected and 

compiled the input data.  SCI staff, using an Excel v.7.0 spreadsheet programmed with the 

Bicycle LOS Model Ver.2.0, then performed the two aforementioned evaluations. The 

resulting bicycle suitability, or level-of-service, evaluation for each segment is displayed in 

Table 2, “Existing Bicycling Conditions”.  The average level of service score for the former 

is “3.28”; the corresponding level of service grade is “C” on a statistically calibrated 

grading scale of “A” through ‘F”, whereas the average level of service score for the latter is 

“3.51”, with a corresponding level of service grade of “D”. 

 

The results are shown graphically on a GIS map, with the grading scale color coded in a 

spectrum from magenta (Bicycle LOS “E & F”) to green (Bicycle LOS “A”).  The Bicycle LOS 

evaluation results maps are at the end of this document (see Map 1 and Map 2).   

 

The results of the Bicycle LOS evaluation are used in the development of the Alachua 

Countywide Bicycle Master Plan and the recently adopted Gainesville Metropolitan Area 

2020 Transportation Plan. The Bicycle LOS evaluation results are used in the prioritization 

process and in the development of the Alachua County Bicycle Network Map. The Bicycle 

LOS model can be used in the future for benefits comparison among proposed 

bikeway/road cross-sections (see Figure 4), prioritizing and programming facility 

improvements, and estimating future bicycling-roadway conditions.  Finally, it can also be 
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used to track changes in bicycling conditions within the Alachua County transportation 

network.  

This evaluation method is easily updated in the future.  The electronic files will be 

submitted to the Client at the end of the project.  Columns highlighted (in the electronic 

file) in red are the data input fields.  As traffic and roadway conditions change (primarily 

only traffic volumes will change, unless road reconstruction occurs) the database or 

programmed spreadsheet can be updated.  
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A P P E N D I X  A   
 



Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class I Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_SegJd Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (L) State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp ) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SfWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (tt) (tt) (ttl (%J (%J (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1470.0 1 02nd Avenue NW 234th Street NW 226th Street Alachua 0.45 0.51 2 U NS 200 3 45 10.0 3.0 N S 1.70 B 

1538.0 10th Avenue NE NE Blvd 9th Street NE Alachua 0.47 0.44 2 U NS 4.268 2 30 13.5 3.5 N C 3.46 C 

1548.0 10th Avenue NE 2nd Street NE NE Blvd Alachua 0.13 0.03 4 0 NS 4.268 2 30 12.0 3.5 N C 3.31 C 

1540.0 10th Avenue NW US 4411 13th Street 12th Street NW Alachua 0.25 0.23 2 S NS 4,451 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.52 0 

1542.0 10th Avenue NW 2nd Street NW 6th Street NW Alachua 0.27 0.35 2 U NS 4.360 2 30 18.0 3.0 N C 2.94 C 

1544.0 10th Avenue NW 6th Street NW 10th Street N Alachua 0.24 0.25 2 U NS 4,268 2 30 12.0 3.0 N C 3.83 0 

1546.0 10th Avenue NW Main Street N 2nd Street NW Alachua 0.12 0.11 4 0 NS I 4,268 2 30 12.0 3.5 N C 3.31 C 

1536.0 10th Avenue SE 4th Street SE Veitch Street Alachua 0.23 0.17 2 U NS I 200 2 30 12.0 4.0 N S 0.00 A 

1550.0 10th A venuel NE Blvd Main Street N 10th Avenue! NE Blvd Alachua 0.17 0.18 2 U NS I 4,268 2 30 13.5 3.0 N C 3.63 0 

1554.0 10th Street 8th Avenue S SW 4th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.27 2 U NS I 
I 

4,960 2 30 17.5 100.0 4.0 N C 3.51 0 

1554.5 10th Street 8th Avenue S SW 4th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.27 2 U NS I 4,960 2 30 10.0 4.0 N C 3.79 0 

106.0 10th Street W SW 4th Avenue S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.12 0.12 2 U NS I 4,587 2 30 14.0 3.5 N C 3.43 C 

107.0 10th Street W SW 2nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.13 0.13 2 U NS I 4,587 2 30 13.0 3.5 N C 3.56 0 

158.0 10th Street W SR26 NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.50 2 U NS I 4,587 2 30 10.0 
I 

3.5 N C 3.91 0 

1558.0 11th Avenue NE 14th Street NE 11th Street NE Alachua 0.29 0.18 2 U NS I 1.000 2 30 7.0 3.0 N S 3.05 C 

1556.0 11th Avenue SE 9th Street SE 15th Street SE Alachua 0.64 0.57 2 U NS 2,000 2 30 18.0 4.0 N C 0.19 A 

1560.0 11th Avenue SW 11th Street SW us 4411 13th Street Alachua 0.20 0.20 2 U NS 1.000 2 30 10.0 3.5 N C 2.10 B 

1564.0 11th Street NE 11th Avenue 8th Avenue NE Alachua 0.20 0.32 2 U NS 2,899 2 30 15.0 3.5 N C I 2.34 B 

1566.0 11th Terrace NE 31st Avenue 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.54 0.54 2 U I NS 1.000 2 30 12.0 3.5 N S 1.43 A 

43.0 122nd SI SWI Parker Rd SW 24th Avenue SW 8th Avenue Alachua 1.00 1.04 2 U NS 4,183 4 55 11.0 4.0 S 4.53 E 

44.0 122nd St SWI Parker Rd SW 8th Avenue SR 261Newberry Road Alachua 0.97 1.02 2 U NS 4,183 3 45 12.0 3.5 S 4.17 0 

1232.0 122nd St SWt Parker Rd SW 24th Avenue SR24 Alachua 4.33 4.42 2 U NS 4,183 4 55 11.0 4.0 N S 4.53 E 

1234.0 122nd St SWI Parker Rd SR24 CR8 Alachua 1.63 1.65 NS 4,183 2 S 
#DIV/O #DIV/O 

I I 

1816.0 122nd Street NW Milhopper Road SR 26 Alachua 4.06 NS N S 
#DIV/O #DIVIO 

I ! 

1568.0 12th Street 11th Avenue 8th Avenue N Alachua 0.19 0.22 2 U NS 4,817 2 30 11.0 3.0 N S 4,00 0 

1570.0 12th Street 4th Avenue S 8th Avenue S Alachua 0.24 0.27 2 U NS 4,817 2 30 14.0 4.0 3.5 N C 2.81 C 

1572.0 12th Street 16th Avenue N 11 th Avenuel T erraee Alachua 0.32 0.30 2 U NS 4,817 2 30 11.0 3.0 N S 4.00 0 , 

3.0 12th Street W SR26 NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.50 0.50 2 U NS 5,219 2 30 12.0 3.0 N C 3.92 0 

64.0 12th Street W SR26 S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.13 I 2 U NS 5,219 2 30 14.0 4.5 N C 3.23 C 

298.0 12th Street W SW 4th Avenue S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.12 0.12 I 2 U NS 5,219 2 30 14.0 4.0 4.5 N C 2.59 C 

1216.0 137th Avenue SWI CR 346A SR 121 CR 346 Alachua 3.65 

* 
U NS I 1,243 4 55 9.0 3.0 N S 3.69 0 

408.0 143rd Street NW 53rd avenue GMA Boundary Alachua 1.45 1.51 2 U NS I 7,090 4 55 11.0 3.0 S 5.12 E 
. _- ...... - ,.- ...... .... 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_SefLld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Ll State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB S/wB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ftl (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

409.0 143rd Street NW GMA 39th Ave Alachua 0.58 0.53 2 U NS 7,090 4 55 10.0 3.0 S 5.23 E 

410.0 143rd Street NW 39th Avenue 32nd Avenue Alachua 0.44 0.43 2 U NS 9,000 4 55 11.0 3.0 S 5.24 E 

411.0 143rd Street NW 32nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 2.04 2.03 2 U NS 10.000 4 55 11.0 3.0 S 5.30 E 

1221.0 143rd Street SW CR 346 SR24 Alachua 1.39 2.19 NS 5.000 2 S 
#DIVIO #DIV/O 

! I 

1576.0 14th Street NE 16th Avenue N 14th Avenue E Alachua 0.26 0.20 2 U NS 1.000 2 30 12.0 3.0 N C 1.61 B 

1298.0 15th Avenue SW US41 SW 202nd Street Alachua 2.95 2.98 NS 689 2 S 
#DIVIO #DIV/O 

I ! 

1300.0 15th Avenue SW SW 202nd Street SW 170th Street Alachua 2.01 2.00 2 U NS 689 3 45 12.0 3.5 N S 1.58 B 

252.0 15th Street NE NE 31st Avenue SR 222INE 39111 Avenue Alachua 0.50 0.50 2 U NS 5.330 2 30 17.5 0.0 4.0 Y C 2.80 C 

1578.0 15th Street NE SR 261E University Avenue NE 8th Avenue Alachua 0.50 0.52 2 U NS 5,530 2 30 17.5 5.0 4.0 N C 1.81 B 

1580.0 15th Street NE NE 16th Avenue NE 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.51 2 U NS 3,883 2 30 16.5 0.0 4.0 N C 2.72 C 

1582.0 15th Street NE NE 23rd Avenue NE 31 st Avenue Alachua 0.50 0.54 2 U NS 3,883 2 30 16.5 0.0 4.0 N C 2.72 C 

1586.0 15th Street NE 53rd Avenue N SR 2221 39th Ave N Alachua 0.96 1.01 2 U NS 2,894 3 45 11.5 3.0 N S 3.79 0 

1588.0 15th Street SE SR 26 SR 20 Alachua 0.04 0.07 NS 4,654 2 S 
#DIV/O #DIVIO 

I ! 

185.0 16th Avenue N US 441/W. 13th Street SR 20/NW 6th Street Alachua 0.49 0.49 2 S NS 12.813 3 35 11.0 4.0 N C 4.50 0 

186.0 16th Avenue N SR20/NW 6th Street N Main Street Alachua 0.39 0.36 2 U NS 12,813 3 35 11.0 4.0 4.0 N C 4.50 0 

189.0 16th Avenue N N Main Street NE 9th Street Alachua 0.58 0.60 2 U NS 12,813 3 35 17.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 Y S 2.59 C 

190.0 16th Avenue N NE 9th Street NE 15th Street Alachua 0.54 0.52 2 U NS 12,813 3 35 17.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 Y S 2.59 C 

306.0 16th Avenue N NE 15th Street SR 24/Waldo Road Alachua 0.25 0.25 2 U NS 12,813 3 35 17.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 Y S 2.59 C 

184.0 16th Avenue NW NW 43rd Street NW 38th Street Alachua 0.56 0.58 4 0 NS 22,046 4 40 12.5 4.0 N C 4.60 E 

227.0 16th Avenue NW NW 38th Street SR 1211W 34th Street Alachua 0.54 0.55 4 0 NS 22,046 4 40 12.5 4.0 N C 4.60 E 

228.0 16th Avenue NW SR 121/w 34th Street NW 22nd Street Alachua 1.17 1.15 4 0 NS 22,046 4 40 12.5 3.5 N C 4.75 E 

229.0 16th Avenue NW NW 22nd Street us 4411W 13th Street Alachua 0.82 0.83 4 0 NS 22,046 4 40 13.0 4.0 N C 4.53 E 

56.0 16th Street SW SW 16th Avenue SR 24/Archer Road Alachua 0.22 0.21 2 S NS 5,858 2 30 16.5 4.5 3.5 Y C 2.33 B 

1592.0 16th Terrace 23rd Avenue N 16th Avenue N Alachua 0.50 0.51 I 2 U NS 8,067 2 30 20.0 6.0 3.5 Y S 1.31 A 

1280.0 17ath Street NW 32nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 1.96 2.09 2 U NS 1,238 4 50 11.0 2.5 N S 3.41 C 

1282.0 170th Street SR 26 S 15th Avenue Alachua 1.05 0.97 2 U NS 3,115 4 55 12.0 4.0 N S 3.90 0 

1284.0 170th Street S 15th Avenue S 30th Avenue Alachua 1.03 1.02 2 U NS 3,115 4 55 12.0 I 4.0 N S 3.90 0 

1286.0 17ath Street S 30th Avenue S 46th Avenue Alachua 1.01 1.03 I 2 U NS 1,069 4 55 12.0 4.0 N S 2.29 B 

1288.0 170th Street S 46th Avenue US41 Alachua 4.45 4.65 2 U NS 1,069 4 55 12.5 4.0 N S 2.09 B 

1831.0 173rd Street NW CR 235 NW36th Road Alachua 4.20 NS N S 
#DIV/O #DIVIO 

I ! 

1595.0 17th Street NW SR 26 NW 5th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.28 2 U NS 6,205 2 30 10.0 3.5 N C 4.06 0 

1595.5 17th Street NW SR26 NW 5th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.28 2 U NS 6,205 2 30 9.5 3.5 N S 4.11 0 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (L) State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. aDS 
(miles) (1..) Th Con. Non-State (ADT) (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (pC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1596.0 17th Street NW NW 5th Avenue NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.23 2 U NS 6.205 2 30 8.0 3.5 N S 4.24 1 D 

1327.0 1B61h Avenue NVV/15th Road NW 32nd Avenue 36th Road Alachua 1.01 1.06 2 U NS 1.000 4 55 10.5 3.5 N S 2.87 C 

1600.0 18th StreeV Terrace 16th Avenue N 8th Avenue N Alachua 0.51 0.52 2 U NS 2,722 2 30 13.0 3.5 N C 2.66 C 

1602.0 18th StreeV Terrace 8th Avenue N 3rd Avenue NW Alachua 0.37 0.36 2 U NS 2,722 2 30 17.0 0.0 3.5 N C 1.63 B 

1533.0 192nd Avenue NW CR 231 NE 21st Street Alachua 2.47 2.50 2 U NS SOD 4 50 12.0 4.0 N S 1.42 A 

1604.0 19th Street NW SR 2221 39th Ave 36th Avenue Alachua 0.19 0.18 2 U NS 2,305 2 35 12.0 3.5 N S 2.73 C 

1606.0 19th Street NW 3rd Avenue N SR26 Alachua 0.12 0.15 2 U NS 2,305 2 35 12.0 3.5 N S 2.73 C 

1608.0 1st Avenue NW 2nd Street NW 1st Street NE Alachua 0.16 0.16 2 U NS 2,631 2 30 26.0 8.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 3.5 N C 0.00 A 

1610.0 1st Avenue SW 1 nd Street SW 3nd Street SE Alachua 0.21 0.21 2 U NS 2,599 2 30 22.0 10.0 100.0 100.0 3.0 N C 2.36 B 

1612.0 1st Street SW SR26 2nd Avenue S Alachua 0.17 0.13 1 D NS SOO 2 30 26.0 7.0 80.0 80.0 3.5 N C 1.18 A 

431.0 1st StreetW NE 2nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.05 0.10 2 D NS 1.000 2 30 16.0 4.0 3.0 Y C 1.81 B 

1270.0 202nd St NW/13th Road 36R Road SR26 Alachua 3.03 3.10 2 U NS SOD 4 50 12.0 3.5 N S 1.57 B 

1272.0 202nd 5t NW/13th Road SR26 S 15th Avenue Alachua 0.99 1.02 NS 2.000 2 S 
#DIV/O #DlV/O 

I I 

1266.0 202nd 5t NWl NE 34th Rd. US 441 CR 2054 Alachua 2.74 2.72 2 U NS I SOO 4 50 12.0 4.0 N S 1.42 A 

1268.0 20Znd 5t NWI NE 34th Rd. CR2054 30R Road Alachua 2.00 2.07 2 U NS 
1 

1.000 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 2.36 B 

1274.0 202nd St SW/13th Road S 15th Avenue S 30th Avenue Alachua 0.99 0.93 NS 2.000 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1276.0 2Q2nd 5t SW/13th Road S 30th Avenue S 46th Avenue Alachua 1.01 1.10 NS 2.000 2 S 
#DlV/O #DIV/O 

I I 

1278.0 Z02nd St SW/13th Road S 46th Avenue US41 Alachua 1.66 1.67 NS I.S00 2 S 
#DIV/O #DIV/O 

I 1 

1832.0 202nd Street NW NW 94th Avenue US 271 US 41 Alachua 2.03 NS N S 
#DIV/O #DIVIO 

I I 

1833.0 205th Street NW NW18th NW2181h Avenue Alachua 3.14 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

31.0 20th Avenue SW SW62nd Blvd SW40th Blvd Alachua 0.21 0.29 2 U NS 23.440 4 40 16.0 4.5 4.5 Y S 3.56 D 

71.0 20th Avenue SW SW40th Blvd SR 1211W 34th St Alachua 1.45 1.26 2 U NS 23,440 4 40 16.0 4.5 4.5 3.5 Y C 3.76 D 

305.0 20th Avenue SW SW75th SVTower Rd SW62nd Blvd Alachua 1.70 1.78 2 U NS 10,535 4 40 16.0 5.0 4.5 Y S 3.05 C 

1689.0 21st Avenue SE SE 31st Avenue SE 27th stJ Kincaid Lane Alachua 0.51 0.54 2 U NS 2,564 2 25 9.0 3.0 N S 3.32 C 

1634.0 21st Avenue SW US 4411 13th Street Main Street S Alachua 0.65 0.58 2 U NS 3.000 2 25 12.0 3.0 N S 3.02 C 

1531.0 21st Street NE NW 192nd Avenue CR340 Alachua 2.42 2.43 2 U NS SOO 3 45 12.0 3.5 N S 1.24 A 

1614.0 21st Street NW 36th Avenue 31st Avenue Alachua 0.30 0.30 2 U NS 2.000 2 30 11.0 4.0 N S 2.48 B 

1821.0 21st Street NW 36th Avenue NW 39th Avenue Alachua 0.27 NS N S 
#DIV/O #DIV/O 

I I 

1472.0 226th Avenue NW 102nd Avenue 30R Road Alachua 0.50 0.48 2 U NS SOD 3 45 10.5 3.0 N S 2.01 B 

1474.0 226th Avenue NW 30R Road CR232 Alachua 1.02 1.06 NS SOD 2 S 
#DIVIO #DlV/O 

! ! 

128.0 22nd Street NW SR 26/Umversity Avenue NW 5th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.28 2 U NS 5,852 2 30 12.0 3.0 N C 3.99 D 

149.0 22nd Street NW NW 5th Avenue NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.24 2 U NS 5.852 2 30 12.0 3.5 N C 3.81 D 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_SegJd Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes {LI State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non-State (ADT) (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) NIEB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) {1..51 (1,,5) (YIN) (A"F) 

166.0 22nd 8treet NW NW 8th Avenue NW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.52 2 U N8 I 5.852 2 35 12.0 3.5 N C 3.94 D 

1199.0 230th 8treet NW CR 234 County Line Alachua 1.18 1.07 N8 200 2 I s No No 
Data Data 

1467.0 234th 8treet NW CR 2054 NW 102 Avenue Alachua 1.48 1.49 2 U N8 200 3 45 10.0 3.0 N 8 1.70 B 

33.0 23rd Avenue NW NW 55th Street NW 51st Street Alachua 0.30 0.27 4 8 N8 23,124 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y C I 3.40 C 

95.0 23rd Avenue NW NW 98th Street FL Clarke Bou!evarti Alachua 0.24 0.27 2 U I N8 11,225 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.39 C 

96.0 23rd Avenue NW Ft. Clarke Boulevard NW 83rd Street Alachua 0.65 0.66 2 U N8 11,225 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.39 C 

225.0 23rd Avenue NW NW 51st Street NW 43rd Street Alachua 0.50 0.48 4 8 N8 23,124 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.40 C 

317.0 23rd Avenue NW NW 83rd Street NW 55th Street Alachua 1.80 1.74 2 U N8 11,225 4 45 12.0 I 4.0 N C 4.77 E 

1817.0 23rd Avenue NW NW 143rd Street NW 98th Street Alachua 3.22 NS N S 
#DIVIO #DIVIO 

I I 

234.0 23rd BlvdNW NW 16th Terr. us 441JW 13th Street Alachua 0.26 0.26 4 U NS 11,235 3 30 15.0 0.0 4.0 N C 3.41 C 

1622.0 23rd Dnve SW Mowry-Hull Road SR 241 Archer Road Alachua 0.27 0.26 2 U NS 6.000 2 20 17.0 5.0 4.5 Y S 0.89 A 

1624.0 23rd Street NW 8th Avenue SR26A Alachua 0.64 0.52 2 U NS 4.000 2 15 10.0 4.0 N S 2.70 C 

1629.0 23rd Street SW SR26A Fratemtty Row Alachua 0.12 0.12 2 U NS 6.000 2 30 9.0 3.0 N S 4.32 D 

310.0 23rd Terrace 8W SR 3311Wiliiston Road SR 241Archer Road Alachua 1.42 1.52 2 S NS 11.248 4 40 17.0 4.5 3.5 3.5 Y C 3.23 C 

1811.0 24th Avenue SE SW 34th Street SR24 Alachua 0.42 NS N S 
#DIVlil I#DIVIO 

I I 

269.0 24th Avenue SW SW 122nd StreetlParker Road SW 91st Street Alachua 2.00 2.03 2 U NS 2,398 3 45 11.0 5.0 S 3.11 C 

270.0 24th Avenue SW SW 91 st Street SW751h StreetITO'Mi!r ROild Alachua 1.00 1.00 2 U NS 5,737 3 40 12.0 5.0 N 8 3.93 D 

1711.0 24th Avenue 8W 43rd Street SW 34th Street Alachua 1.10 1.08 N8 5,737 2 S 
#DIVIO #DlVIO 

I t 

258.0 24th Blvd NW SR 222JNW 39th Avenue NW 53rd Avenue Alachua 1.04 1.00 2 U N8 3,220 2 35 14.0 4.0 N C 2.82 C 

215.0 25th 8treet NE SR 26fE UnIVersity Avenue NE 8th Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.51 2 U N8 2.810 2 35 14.0 4.0 N C 2.47 B 

1541.0 25th Street SWNiliage Road SR26A Museum Road Alachua 0.36 0.41 2 U N8 7,619 2 20 18.0 100.0 100.0 3.5 N C 3.36 C 

1813.0 27th Street NE SR 20 SR222 Alachua 2.86 N8 N S 
#DlVlO #DIVIO 

I I 

1583.0 28th Ave NEl19th Street NE 15th Street 31 Avenue Alachua 0.58 0.50 2 U N8 1.000 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 1.28 A 

1643.0 28th Terrace 8W SW 35th Place SR331mlliston Road Alachua 0.70 0.91 N8 N 8 
#DIVIO #DIVIO 

I I 

1648.0 2nd Avenue NW 3rd Street NW Main Street Alachua 0.18 0.21 2 U N8 1,876 2 30 26.0 8.0 20.0 20.0 3.5 N C 0.00 A 

1650.0 2nd Avenue NW 5TH Street NW 3rd Street NW Alachua 0.14 0.14 2 U N8 1,876 2 30 12.0 3.0 N C 2.43 B 

17.0 2nd Avenue 8 U8 441IW 13th 8treet W 12th Street Alachua 0.14 0.13 2 8 NS 7,511 2 30 20.0 8.0 3.5 Y C 0.73 A 

108.0 2nd Avenue 8 SW 6th Street SW 3rd Street Alachua 0.17 0.16 2 8 N8 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.0 Y C 2.52 C 

110.0 2nd Avenue 8 W3rd Street W2nd Street Alachua 0.07 0.08 2 8 N8 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.0 Y C 2.52 C 

119.0 2nd Avenue 8 W2nd Street S Main 8treet Alachua 0.10 0.11 2 8 N8 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.5 Y C 2.34 B 

120.0 2nd Avenue S SE 3rd Street 9th Street SE Alachua 0.44 0.41 2 S NS 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.5 Y C 2.34 B 

122.0 2nd Avenue 8 SE 3rd Street 1st Street SE Alachua 0.09 0.07 2 S NS 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.5 , Y C 2.34 B 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Ll State or Vol. Pet Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADT) (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%J (%J (1 •. 5) (1 •. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

124.0 2nd Avenue S Ma,n Street 1st Street SE Alachua 0.07 0.08 2 S NS 7,511 2 30 17.0 4.5 3.5 Y C 2.34 B 

22.0 2nd Avenue SE 9th Street S E SR 331/Wlliston Road Alachua 0.22 0.22 2 D NS 383 2 30 24.0 12.0 7.0 20.0 20.0 4.0 Y C 0.00 A 

62.0 2nd Avenue SW W 12th Street W 10th Street Alachua 0.13 0.12 2 S NS I 7,511 2 30 20.0 8.0 3.5 Y C 0.73 A 

63.0 2nd Avenue SW W 10th Street SR 201 NW 6th Street Alachua 0.25 0.26 2 S NS I 7,511 2 30 20.0 8.0 3.5 Y C 0.73 A 

1081.0 2nd Avenue SW 5th Johnson StJ US 301 Alachua 0.20 0.22 2 U NS 401 2 30 10.5 3.0 N S 1.35 A 

1083.0 2nd Avenue SW SW 7th Street SW 5th Street Alachua 0.19 0.18 2 U NS 401 2 30 10.5 3.5 N C 1.17 A 

1652.0 2nd Street NE 23rd Avenue N 16th Avenue N Alachua 0.55 0.53 2 S NS 2,210 2 35 17.0 5.0 3.0 Y C 1.93 B 

1654.0 2nd Street NE 16th Avenue N 8th Avenue N Alachua 0.50 0.50 2 U NS 2,210 2 30 11.0 3.5 N S 2,78 C 

1656.0 2nd Street NE 8th Avenue N 2nd Avenue N Alachua 0.40 0.38 2 U NS 2,210 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 2.78 C 

1658.0 2nd Street NW 23rd Avenue N 16th Avenue N Alachua 0.50 0.51 2 U NS 2,269 2 30 10.0 4.0 N S 2,87 C 

1660.0 2nd StreetNW 16th Avenue N 8th Avenue N Alachua 0.50 0.50 2 U NS 2,794 2 30 15.0 4.0 N C 2.10 B 

1668.0 2nd Street SW 4th Avenue S Depot Avenue Alachua 0.28 0.32 2 U NS 1,186 2 30 15.0 4.0 N C 0.28 A 

114.0 2nd StreetW SW 4th Avenue SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.14 0.13 1 0 NS 1,186 2 30 13.0 0.0 3.0 N C 3.34 C 

116.0 2nd StreetW 2nd Avenue SW SR26 Alachua 0.12 0.14 1 0 NS 1.186 2 30 20.0 0.0 3.0 N C 2.19 B 

313.0 2nd StreetW SR 26 NW 5th Avenue Alachua 0.10 0.11 1 0 NS 1,186 2 30 23.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 N C 0.00 A 

430.0 2nd StreetW NW 2nd Avenue NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.41 0.37 1 0 NS 2,210 2 30 18.0 0.0 3.5 Y C 2.70 C 

1296.0 30th Avenue SW SW 202nd Street SW l70th Street Alachua 2.00 2.00 2 U NS 242 4 55 11.0 4.0 N S 1.40 A 

1822.0 30th Avenue SW 170th Street 122nd Street Alachua 3.08 I NS N S 
#DIV/O #DIVIO 

! I 

1306.0 30th Road SW CR235A CR235 Alachua 1.12 1.03 2 U I NS 242 4 55 10.0 3.5 N S 1.94 B 

318.0 31st Ave NWIGlen Splin!JS Road SR 1211W 34th Street NW 16th Terr. Alachua 2.33 2.25 2 U NS 9,622 3 40 12.0 4.0 N I S 4.35 D 

1670.0 31st Avenue NE N Main Street NE 9th Street Alachua 0.47 0.28 2 U NS 2,785 2 25 11.0 3.5 N S 2.91 C 

1672.0 31st Avenue NE NE 9th Street NE 15th Street Alachua 0.33 0.52 2 U NS 2,942 2 25 11.0 3.5 N S 2.99 C 

1674.0 31st Avenue NE 15th Street NE SR 24IWaido Road Alachua 0.85 0.85 2 U NS 2,942 2 25 11.0 3.5 N S 2.99 C 

1667.0 31st Avenue NW SR 201 NW 6th Ave 4th Street NW Alachua 0.11 0.13 2 U NS I 3,000 2 30 8.0 3.5 N S 3.69 D I 
I 

1676.0 31s1 Avenue NW 13th Street NW SR 201 6th Street Alachua 0.48 0.49 2 U NS I 3,000 2 25 11.0 3.5 N S 3.02 C 

1823.0 31st Avenue NW NW 63rd Street NW 55th Street Alachua 0.50 NS I N S 
No No 

Data Data 

48.0 32nd Avenue NW GMA Boundary CR 2411NW143rd Street Alachua 1.66 1.62 2 U NS I 3,033 4 55 11.0 4.0 S 4.03 D 

1326.0 32nd Avenue NW 15th Road 170th Street Alachua 1.00 0.97 2 U NS I 3,033 4 55 11.0 3.5 N S 4.18 D 

1663.0 33rd Avenue NW 4th Street NW Main Street Alachua 0.55 0.40 2 U NS I 3,033 2 30 11.0 3.5 N S 3.25 C 

1686.0 35th Place SW SR 1211W 34th Street 23th Terrace SW Alachua 1.03 1.03 2 U NS I 2.000 2 30 17.5 5.0 4.0 Y S 0.00 A 

1688.0 35th Street SE SR 201 Hawthorne Road Dead End Alachua 1.63 1.45 2 U NS I 2,323 2 35 21.0 3.0 N C 0.00 A 

1692.0 36th Avenue NW 19th Street 21st Street Alachua 0.28 0.22 2 U NS ~ooo 2 30 11.0 3.5 N S 2.63 C 
._- ._--,- - ,-- '---
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Ll State or Vol. Pct. Spd. Pavement (OS PAl Condition Bike Sec. aos 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADT) (HVl (SPo) (W,) (W,) (W,,) N/EB S/wB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%l mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%l (%) {1 •. 5l (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1320.0 36th Road NW CR 235 202nd Street Alachua 0.59 0.67 2 U NS 1.000 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 2.53 C 

1640.0 37th Blvd SW Windmeadows 40th Blvd SW Alachua 0.61 0.31 2 U NS 1.500 2 30 16.5 5.0 4.0 Y S 0.00 A 

1707.0 37th Blvd SW SR 24/Archer Road Wind meadows Alachua 0.28 0.28 2 U NS 1.500 2 30 12.0 4.0 N S 1.77 B 

1694.0 38th Street NW NW 8th Avenue NW 16th Ave Alachua 0.74 0.75 2 U NS 1,734 2 35 15.0 4.0 3.0 N C 0.43 A 

47.0 39th Avenue NW NW 11 oth Street NW 98th Street Alachua 0.34 0.34 2 U NS 11,050 4 45 11.0 4.0 S 4.87 E 

287.0 39th Avenue NW CR241 NW 110th Tr. Alachua 2.23 2.21 2 U NS I 8,269 4 55 11.0 4.0 S 4.87 E 

288.0 39th Avenue NW NW 98th Street NW 95th Boulevard Alachua 0.53 0.55 2 U NS 1 11 ,050 3 35 12.0 4.0 N 5 4.31 D 

1698.0 3rd Avenue NE 7th Street NE 9th Street NE Alachua 0.17 0.16 2 D NS 1.500 2 30 20.0 3.0 N C 2.00 B 

1700.0 3rd Avenue NW US 4411 13th Street SR 201 6th Street Alachua 0.51 0.49 2 U NS 3,371 2 30 14.0 3.5 N C 2.94 C 

126.0 3rd Avenue SE SR 3311Wiliiston Road SE 15th Street Alachua 0.36 0.35 2 U NS 5,228 2 35 15.0 4.0 4.0 N S 2.65 C 

1702.0 3rd Avenue SE 15th Street SE SR 201 Hawthorne Road Alachua 0.24 0.25 2 U NS I 6,422 2 30 18.0 6.0 4.0 Y C 1.55 B 

113.0 3rd StreetW SR26 NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.48 2 U NS I 737 2 30 10.0 50.0 50.0 3.5 N C 2.63 C 

141.0 3rdStreetW SW 2nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.13 0.12 2 0 I NS 737 2 30 15.0 25.0 0.0 3.5 N C 2.51 C 

160.0 3rd StreetW SW 4th Avenue SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.14 0.14 2 0 NS 737 2 30 16.0 50.0 0.0 3.5 N C 2.54 C 

1725.0 41st Blvd SW SR24 SR 12211 VVi!!iston Road Alachua 1.40 1.37 2 U NS 3,049 3 45 11.5 3.5 N S 3.71 D 

99.0 43rd 1 42nd Street SW SR 24/Archer Road SW 20th Avenue Alachua 1.68 1.48 2 S NS 11,666 4 40 13.5 4.0 5 4.50 D 

7.0 43rd Street NW NW 53rd Avenue NW 39th Avenue Alachua 1.02 1.00 4 S NS 25,290 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.55 D 

82.0 43rd Street NW End of 4-lanes NW 53rd Avenue Alachua 1.72 1.67 4 5 NS 8,246 2 35 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y 5 2.24 B 

226.0 43rd Street NW NW 39th Avenue NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.98 1.03 4 S NS 25,290 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.45 C 

232.0 43rd Street NW NW 23rd Avenue 8th Avenue Alachua 0.99 1.01 4 D NS 28,023 4 40 16.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.29 C 

421.0 43rd Street NW End of 4-lane section US 441 Alachua 1.17 1.56 2 U NS 13,251 4 50 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S 3.55 D 

1708.0 43rd Street NW 8th Avenue SR 261Newberrv Road Alachua 0.32 0.25 4 S NS 13,251 4 40 18.0 5.5 4.0 4.0 Y C 2.36 B 

308.0 43rd Street SE SR 20/Hawthome Road SR 26iE. University Avenull Alachua 1.14 1.18 I 2 U NS 3,049 3 45 11.5 5.0 S 3.40 C 

1820.0 45th Avenue SW SW 122nd Street SW 91st Street Alachua 2.04 NS N S 
#DIVIO #DIVIO 

! I 

1325.0 46th Avenue NW /36th Road 186th Street 202nd Street Alachua 1.01 1.01 2 U NS 1,000 4 55 11.0 3.0 N S 2.87 C 

1290.0 46th Avenue SW CR337 US41 Alachua 3.20 3.17 2 U NS 1,015 4 55 11.0 4.0 N S 2.56 C 

1292.0 46th Avenue SW US41 SW 202nd Street Alachua 1.81 1.80 2 U NS 1,015 4 55 11.0 4.0 N S 2.56 C 

1294.0 46th Avenue SW SW 202nd Street SW 170th Street Alachua 2.01 2.00 2 U NS 1,015 4 50 11.0 4.0 N S 2.50 B 

1824.0 46th Avenue SW 170th Street 122nd Street Alachua 3.04 NS N S 
#DIV/O #DlVlO 

I I 

296.0 46th Blvd SW SW 104th Tr. Tower Road Alachua 1.63 1.23 2 U NS 2.000 3 40 12.0 4.5 S 2.56 C 

16.0 4th Avenue S US 441/SW 13th Street SW 12th Street Alachua 0.13 0.13 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

101.0 4th Avenue S SW 12th Street SW 10th Street Alachua 0.12 0.12 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

T:\data\00\8022..(JO\exceI\8icvc!e aos Technical Appendix Table Final Gainesville Bicycle Master Plan Database.xls Page 6 0612812001 12:08 PM 



Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lan~ State or Vol. Pct. Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. aos 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADT) (HVI (SP.) (Wt ) (W,) (W.,) NIEB SIWB (pCt) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%J mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%J (%J (1 .. 51 (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

105.0 4th Avenue S SR 20lNW 6th Street SW 3rd Street Alachua 0.18 0.16 2 S NS 5.228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

112.0 4th Avenue S SE 3rd Street SW 2nd Street Alachua 0.08 0.08 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

117.0 4th Avenue S SW 2nd Street S Main Street Alachua 0.10 0.10 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

123.0 4th Avenue S N Main Street E 3rd Street Alachua 0.16 0.12 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 D 

125.0 4th Avenue SE E 3rd Street SR 331mlliston Road Alachua 0.66 0.69 2 S NS 5,228 2 30 17.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 2.12 B 

104.0 4th Avenue SW SW 10th Street SR 20INW 6th Street Alachua 0.23 0.25 2 D NS 5,228 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.60 0 

1665.0 4th Street NW 33rd Avenue NW NW 36th Avenue Alachua 0.17 0.25 2 U NS 3.000 2 30 8.0 3.5 N S 3.69 0 

74.0 4th Street SE SR 3311Wiliiston Road Depot Avenue Alachua 0.72 0.71 4 U NS 3,003 2 30 9.0 4.0 N C 3.08 C 

204.0 4th Street SE'SE 22nd Avenue SR 3311Wiliiston Road SE 15th Street Alachua 0.81 0.79 2 U NS 3,965 2 35 11.0 4.5 N C 3.59 0 

420.0 51 StreetNW 27th Avenue NW 39th Ave NW Alachua 0,46 OA9 2 U NS 9,037 3 45 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 2.71 C 

231.0 51st Street NW NW 23rd Avenue 27 AVE Alachua 0.52 0.52 2 U NS 9,037 2 30 18.0 0.0 3.5 N C 3.13 C 

261.0 53rd Avenue N US 4411W 13th Street N Main Street Alachua 1.52 lAO 2 U NS 9,941 3 45 12.0 4.5 S 4.35 0 

290.0 53rd Avenue N N Main Street SR 24IWaido Road Alachua 2,43 2.60 2 U NS 9,941 4 55 12.0 4.5 S 4.75 E 

6.0 53rd Avenue NW NW 52nd Terr. NW 43rd Street Alachua 0.64 0.66 2 U NS 11,062 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 Y S 3.28 C 

39.0 53rd Avenue NW NW 43rd Street SR 1211NW 34th SI Alachua 1,47 1.70 2 U NS 11,062 4 45 17.0 5.5 4.5 4.5 Y S 2.85 C 

256.0 53rd Avenue NW SR 121/NW 34th St NW 24th Blvd. Alachua 0.33 0.14 2 U NS 11,062 4 45 17.0 5.5 4.5 4.0 Y S 2.98 C 

259.0 53rd Avenue NW NW 21 st Street us 4411NW 13th Street Alachua 0.94 0.90 2 U NS 11,062 4 45 17.0 5.0 3.5 3.5 Y S 3.21 C 

301.0 53rd Avenue NW NW 98th Street NW 52nd Terr. Alachua 3.06 2.99 2 U NS 6,245 3 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y I S 294 C 

406.0 53rd Avenue NW 98th Street Interstate 75 Alachua 1.12 0.97 2 U NS 6,245 3 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 2.94 C 

407.0 53rd Avenue NW Interstate 75 143rd Street Alachua 1.86 2.04 2 U NS 5.000 4 50 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.16 C 

1825.0 53rd Avenue NW CR241 NW 173rd Street Alachua 1.68 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1712.0 55th Avenue NW 53rdAve NW US 441/NW 13th St Alachua 0.58 0.40 2 U NS 4.000 2 30 17.0 6.0 3.5 N S 1.69 B 

224.0 55th Street NW SR 26/Newberry Road NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 1.00 1.02 I 2 U NS 11,258 3 30 15.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.08 C 

1826.0 55th Street NW NW 23rd Avenue NW 39th Avenue Alachua 0.24 I NS I N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1714.0 5th Avenue NE 2nd Street NE NE Blvd Alachua 0.21 0.17 2 U NS SOO 2 30 10.0 3.0 N C 1.65 B 

1716.0 5th Avenue NE NE Blvd Waldo Road Alachua 0.63 0.61 2 U NS 1,SOO 2 30 12.0 3.5 N C 1.93 B 

150.0 5th Avenue NW NW 22nd Street NW 17th Street Alachua 0.56 0.54 2 U NS 2,824 2 30 12.5 4.0 N C 2.69 C 

150.5 5th Avenue NW NW 22nd Street NW 17th Street Alachua 0.56 0.54 2 U NS 2,824 2 30 17.5 6.5 4.0 N C 0.00 A 

153.0 5th Avenue NW NW 17th Street us 441INW 13th Street Alachua 0.32 0.33 2 U NS 2,824 2 30 18.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 3.0 N C 0.38 A 

153.5 5th Avenue NW NW 17th Street us 441/NW 13th Street Alachua 0.32 0.33 2 U NS 2,824 2 30 11.5 3.0 N C 3.22 C 

1722.0 5th Avenue NW US 4411 13th Street SR 201 6th Street Alachua 0.51 0.49 2 U NS 20472 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 2.57 C 

1086.0 5th Street NW SR20 CR 2082 Alachua 0040 OAO 2 U NS 5.000 2 30 11.0 4.0 N S 3.69 0 
- - - - ._- .. -~ __ L---.. --
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BlOS 

LanL(ll 

Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement i Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name length len. State or Vol. Pct. Spd. Pavement (OS PAl Condition Bike Sec. 005 
(miles) (l,) Th Con. Non-State (ADT) (HVI (SPp) (WI) (WI) (Wp,) NIEB SfWB (PCI) (PC,) lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpdl (%1 mph (ft) (ftl (ftl (%) ('!o) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

262.0 62nd Avenue SW SR 121 SR 241Archer Road Alachua 2.27 2.28 2 U NS I 3.225 3 45 11.0 3.0 S 4.08 0 I 
206.0 62nd Blvd SW SR 261Newberry Road SW 20th Avenue Alachua 1.66 1.63 2 U NS 19,361 3 35 11.5 3.5 N S I 4.81 E 

1809.0 62nd Blvd SW SW 20th Avenue SW 42nd Street Alachua 0.87 NS N S I No No 
Data Data 

1264.0 63rd Avenue SW CR337 Into 5ubdi'llslonaMay be Alachua 2.29 2.41 NS 3.000 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1827.0 63rd Street NW NW 23rd Avenue NW 39th Avenue Alachua 1.01 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1080.0 6th Avenue US 301 E County Une Alachua 3.54 3.45 2 U NS 2,007 4 55 10.5 3.0 N S 3.86 0 

1132.0 6th Street NW CR 14751 SR 200A Line Avenue Alachua 0.17 0.13 2 U NS 2,000 2 35 9.5 3.5 N S 3.10 C 

15.0 6th StreetW SW 4th Avenue S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.14 0.14 2 U NS 7,022 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 4.02 0 

70.0 6th StreetW SW 16th Avenue Depot Avenue Alachua 0.54 0.51 4 S NS 5,549 2 35 13.0 4.0 N C 3.29 C 

86.0 6th StreetW Depot Ave SW 4th Avenue Alachua 0.33 0.35 2 U NS 5,549 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 3.90 0 

109.0 6th StreetW S 2nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.12 0.13 2 U NS 7,022 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 4,02 0 

159.0 6th StreetW SR 26 7th Avenue Alachua 0.38 0.42 2 U NS 7,022 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 4.02 0 

429.0 6th StreetW 7th Avenue 8th Avenue Alachua 0.14 0.06 4 U NS 15,000 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 4.05 0 

1728.0 6th Terrace 23rd Avenue N 16th Avenue N Alachua 0.51 0.51 2 U NS 2.000 2 25 10.0 3.0 N S 2.82 C 

46.0 75th St NWfTower Road 8th Avenue NW W Untv. Avenue Alachua 0.61 0.99 4 S NS 18,213 3 35 16.0 4.0 4.0 N C 2.93 C 

46.1 75th St NWfTower Road W Univ. Avenue SR 26 Alachua 0.40 0.99 4 S NS 18,213 3 35 13.0 4.0 N C 4.09 0 

266.0 75th St SWfTower Road SW 8th Avenue SW 24th Avenue Alachua 1.01 1.06 2 U NS 13.558 3 35 12.5 4.0 N C 4,35 0 

272.0 75th St SWfTower Road SW 24th Avenue SW 46th Boulevard Alachua 1.19 1.12 2 U NS 13,558 4 45 12.5 4.0 N C 4.80 E 

278.0 75th St SWfTower Road SW 46th Boulevard 0.2 mi N ofSR 24 Alachua 0.74 1.14 2 S NS 13,558 4 40 12.0 4.0 N S 4.76 E 

278.5 75th St SWfT ower Road 0.2 mi N of SR 24 SR 24 Alachua 0.26 1.14 2 S NS 13,558 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.0 N S 3.48 C 

151.0 75th Street SW GMA Boundary SR 24fArcher Road Alachua 1.45 1.69 2 U NS 2,408 4 50 11.5 4.0 S 3.49 C 

69.0 77th Avenue NEIeR 225A NE 38th Street SR 24 I Waldo Road Alachua 1.17 1.22 2 U NS 727 3 40 10.0 3.5 S 2.24 B 

81.0 ru."..esw.n.p:(A~.....ss:n.A...e~ SR331 SE 15th Street Alachua 0.34 0.34 2 U NS 15,000 2 30 14.0 4.0 N C 3.88 0 

87.0 ""A ... S\',I-Oep:1A..,.,......sEi1tJ ... ..,~ SR331 SE 7th Street Alachua 0.39 0.34 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 11.0 3.0 N C 4.06 0 

1730.0 7th Avenue NW 2nd Street NW 2nd Street NE Alachua 0.21 0.19 2 U NS 1,468 2 35 10.0 3.5 N C 2.63 C 

1084.0 7th Street NW CR 2082 NW 2rd Avenue Alachua 0.18 0.14 2 U NS 2,000 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 2.63 C 

76.0 83rd Street NW NW 23rd Avenue SR 2221NW39th Avenue Alachua 0.98 0.99 2 U NS 10,252 3 35 19.0 6.5 I 100.0 100.0 3.5 N C 4.36 0 

1815.0 83rd Street NW NW 53rd Avenue N 39th Avenue Alachua 1.76 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1214.0 85th Avenue SW SW 75th Street SR 121 Alachua 1.85 1.53 NS SOO 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1828.0 85th Avenue SW SR24 SW 75th Street Alachua 2.08 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1.0 8th Avenue N NW 22nd Street 17th Street Alachua 0.55 0.53 2 U NS 14,378 3 35 20.0 8.0 10.0 0.0 3.5 N C 1.62 B 

4.0 8th Avenue N N Main Street E 1st Street Alachua 0.11 0.05 2 U NS 9,521 2 30 11.0 4.0 N I C 4.02 0 
------- --- •......................... . ......... . ...... ,--- , ............ 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Ll State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (l.,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (WI) (WI) (Wp,) NlEB SIWB (PCI) (PCI) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpdl (%1 mph (ftl (ft) (ftl (%1 (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 51 (YIN) (A •• F) 

29.0 8th Avenue N 17 th Street us 441NV 13th Street Alachua 0.33 0.32 2 U NS 14.378 3 35 20.0 8.0 10.0 0.0 3.5 N C 1.62 B 

30.0 8th Avenue N SR 24/Waldo Road NE 15th Street Alachua 0.05 0.03 2 U NS 5,570 2 30 9.0 3.5 I N C 4.10 D 

170.0 8th Avenue N NW 10th Street NW 6th Street Alachua 0.25 0.25 2 S NS 14,378 3 30 12.0 4.0 N C 4.29 D 

177.0 8th Avenue NE E 1st Street NE 9th Street Alachua 0.51 0.54 2 U NS 9,521 2 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.02 D 

178.0 8th Avenue NE NE 9th Street SR 24IWaido Road Alachua 0.49 0.52 2 S NS 9,521 2 35 11.0 4.0 N C 4.15 D 

223.0 8th Avenue NE 15th Street NE NE 25th Street Alachua 0.81 0.80 2 U NS 5,570 2 35 10.0 4.5 N C 3.89 D 

217.0 8th Avenue NW SR 26/Newberry Road NW 43rd Street Alachua 0.75 0.75 4 U NS 16,070 4 40 11.0 3.0 N C 4.94 E 

218.0 8th Avenue NW NW 43rd Street NW 38th Street Alachua 0.49 0.54 4 U NS 16,070 4 40 11.0 3.0 N C 4.94 E 

220.0 8th Avenue NW NW 38th Street SR 121/W 34th Street Alachua 0.51 0049 4 U NS 16,070 4 40 12.0 3.0 N C 4.82 E 

222.0 8th Avenue NW SR 1211W 34th Street W 22nd Street Alachua 1.13 1.13 4 U NS 16,070 4 45 12.0 3.5 N C 4.75 E 

1734.0 8th Avenue NW US 4411 13th Street 10th Street SW Alachua 0.25 0.25 2 U NS 15,420 3 35 14.0 3.0 N C 4.54 E 

1732.0 8th Avenue SEiSE 24th St. 15th Street NE SE 20th Street Alachua 0045 0048 2 U NS 4,000 2 30 18.0 4.5 10.0 3.0 N C 2.08 B 

1733.0 8th Avenue SElSE 24th St. 20th Street SE SR 20 Alachua 0.20 0.17 2 U NS 4,000 2 30 16.5 5.0 5.0 Y I C 1.72 B 

275.0 8th Avenue SW sw 122nd StreeVParker Road SW 91st Street Alachua 2.00 2.02 2 U NS 3,874 3 45 11.0 3.5 I S 4.21 D 

276.0 8th Avenue SW SW 91 st Street SIN 75th StreetITower Road Alachua 1.00 1.02 2 U NS 3,874 3 45 11.0 3.0 N S 4.39 D 

1551.0 8th Avenue SW 10th Street SW 13th Street SW Alachua 0.26 0.25 2 U NS 4,000 2 30 14.5 3.5 N I C 3.29 C 

1555.0 8th Avenue SW SW 4th Avenue SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.13 2 U NS 500 2 30 14.0 3.5 N I c 0.00 A 

1557.0 8th Avenue SW SW 2nd Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.12 0.12 2 U NS 4.000 2 30 11.0 3.5 N C 3.73 D 

1819.0 8th Avenue SW 143rd Street 122nd Street Alachua 1043 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1738.0 8th Street NW 3rd Avenue N SR 26 Alachua 0.13 0.17 4 S NS 898 2 30 16.0 0.0 4.0 N C 1.81 B 

11.0 915t Street SW SW 46th Boulevard SW 24th Avenue Alachua 2.95 1.85 NS 3,991 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

271.0 915t Street W SW 24th Avenue 8th Avenue Alachua 1.00 1.07 2 U NS 5,130 3 40 10.0 4.5 N S 4.15 D 

277.0 915t Street W 8th Avenue SR 261 8th Avenue Alachua 1.03 1.01 2 U NS 5,130 3 40 10.0 4.5 N S 4.15 D 

1743.0 91StreetNW SR 222139th Avenue Tum Alachua 0.45 0.43 2 U NS 2.000 2 30 12.0 3.5 N S 2.37 B 

1744.0 91StreetNW Tum 83rd Street Alachua 0.52 0.48 2 U NS 2.000 2 20 10.0 3.5 N C 1.88 B 

1312.0 94th Avenue NW US41 CR 235A Alachua 3.06 3.06 2 U NS 1.000 4 55 9.5 3.0 N S 3.36 C 

1315.0 94th Avenue NW CR235 CR241 Alachua 2.75 2.78 2 U NS 1,000 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 236 B 

66.0 98th Street NW SR 26/Newberry Road NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 1.11 1.08 2 U NS 6,513 3 40 11.0 4.0 S 4.27 D 

284.0 98th Street NW NW 23rd Avenue CR 2221NW39th Avenue Alachua 0.97 1.01 2 U NS 6,513 4 50 11.0 4.0 S 4.68 E 

88.0 OOlR=lSf\/.Oopc::(A_SEMA_ SE 4th Street SE 3rd Street Alachua 0.23 0.12 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 11.0 4.0 N C 3.73 D 

92.0 oo>Rc:..sSf.l.Oo;ctA-.sE7IhA--..e SE 3rd Street Main Street Alachua 0.10 0.09 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 11.0 4.0 N C 3.73 D 

93.0 aloR=l~A_SE7l:!"_ Main Street SW 6th Street Alachua 0.27 0.34 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 11.0 3.0 N S 4.06 D 
.. _- L-__________ . _____ ...... _____ _ .- .- .-
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic TrI<. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_SelLld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (LI State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,I Th Con. Non-Stale (ADn (HVI (SP.) (W,) (W,) (W.,) NlEB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) ("!oj mph (ft) (ft) (ft) ("!oj ("!o) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

302.0 OO>R::od~A ......... 5E7tI1" .... "-,,, SW 6th Street SW 11th Street Alachua 0.28 0.30 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 11.0 3.0 N S 4.06 0 

402.0 9:!lRca::!~"nnue-SE7lIl""" ...... SE 4th Street SE 7th Street Alachua 0.23 0.28 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 12.0 4.0 C 3.62 0 

403.0 9:!lRoa:I~"_SE7tl>"_ US4411 SW 13th Street SW 11 th Street Alachua 0.24 0.23 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 20.0 100.0 100.0 4.0 N C 3.84 0 

403.5 W1Rca::!SNOep:::c"_SE1II1'O''''' ...... US4411 SW 13th Street SW 11th Street Alachua 0.24 0.23 2 U NS 5,401 2 30 13.0 4.0 N C 3.49 C 

1745.0 9th Street NE SE 2nd Avenue SR 26fNewberrv Road Alachua 0.17 0.10 2 U NS 2,633 2 30 18.0 2.5 C 1.74 B 

1747.0 9th Streel NE SR 261 Untv. Avenue N 8th Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.51 2 U NS 6.136 2 30 20.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 I C 0.91 A 

1748.0 9th Street NE N 8th Avenue NE 16th Avenue Alachua 0.49 0.50 2 U NS 6,230 2 30 22.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 C 2.06 B 

1749.0 9th Street NE N 8th Avenue NE 16th Avenue Alachua 0.49 0.50 2 U NS 6,231 2 30 14.0 4.0 4.0 C 2.79 C 

1751.0 9th Street NE NE 16th Avenue NE 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.51 0.52 2 U NS 5,568 2 35 22.0 10.0 7.0 10.0 4.0 Y C 0.00 A 

1752.0 9th Street NE NE 23rd Avenue NE 31st Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.52 2 U NS 5,569 2 35 14.0 4.0 4.0 N C 2.87 C 

1753.0 9th Street NE NE 23rd Avenue NE 31st Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.52 2 U NS 3,436 2 35 11.5 4.0 N C 3.37 C 

1755.0 9th Street SE 7th Avenue 58 Depot Ae 11th Avenue SE Alachua 0.35 0.36 2 U NS 2,633 2 30 10.0 2.5 N S 3.77 0 

1759.0 Buckman Drive SR26 Frnt(!m~v Row St.ldium Road Alachua 0.24 0.19 2 U NS 4,000 2 25 16.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 1.76 B 

1761.0 Center Dnve Radio-Museum Road SR 241 Archer Road Alachua 0.47 0.45 2 U NS 3.000 2 20 18.0 100.0 100.0 3.5 N C 2.43 B 

1446.0 CR 11 t#Il/227thTerraceNW CR239 Alligator Road Alachua 3.51 3.50 NS 200 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1100.0 CR 13/SE 171 CR 30lSE 24th Avenue SR 20 Alachua 2.07 2.08 2 U NS 233 4 50 11.5 4.0 N S 1.11 A 

1104.0 CR 1381 SE 163rd Avenue CR 301 24th Avenue CR 1474 Alachua 1.82 1.90 2 U NS 103 4 50 11.5 4.0 N S 0.47 A 

1114.0 CR 1469 US 301 CR28 Alachua 2.38 2.43 2 U NS 831 4 50 12.0 3.5 N S 2.10 B 

1116.0 CR 1469 CR28 SR 26 Alachua 3.17 3.16 2 U NS 831 4 50 12.0 3.5 N S 2.10 B 

1118.0 CR 1469 SR26 CR 219 Alachua 3.77 3.92 2 U NS I 511 4 50 12.0 3.5 N S 1.65 B 

1124.0 CR 1471/SR 325 CR 1469 N County line Alachua 5.59 5.70 2 U NS I 438 4 55 10.5 3.0 N S 2.37 B 

1106.0 CR 1474 CR219 County line Alachua 2.09 0.78 2 U NS 511 4 55 9.0 3.5 N S 2.82 C 

1108.0 CR 1474 CR234 US 301 Alachua 4.31 4.23 2 U NS 864 4 55 10.0 3.5 N S 2.90 C 

1110.0 CR 1474 US 301 CR 219A Alachua 1.76 1.75 2 U NS 510 4 55 9.0 3.0 N S 3.00 C 

1128.0 CR 14751 SR 200A N County Line CR 2251 SR 225 Alachua 0.61 0.50 2 U NS 373 4 55 9.5 3.5 N S 2.44 B 

1130.0 CR 14751 SR 200A CR 2251 SR 225 NW 6th Street Alachua 4.26 4.35 2 U NS 373 4 55 9.5 3.5 N S 2.44 B 

1518.0 CR 1493/CR 237 N County line SR 121 Alachua 2.88 2.75 2 U NS 200 4 55 10.0 3.5 N S 1.92 B 

1482.0 CR 16A NW 143rd Street CR 239 Alachua 2.05 2.03 NS SOO 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1201.0 CR18 SR 121 1-75 Alachua 6.03 5.61 2 U NS 454 4 50 8.0 3.0 N S 3.96 0 

1203.0 CR18 1-75 US 441 Alachua 0.40 0.61 2 U NS 454 3 45 8.0 3.0 N S 2.81 C 

1444.0 CR 18 NWI Alligator Road CR11 NW CR 236 Alachua 1.50 1.51 NS 500 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1054.0 CR200A US 301 CR 325 Alachua 0.43 0.30 NS I 200 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Li State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. aos 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1056.0 CR200A CR325 US 301 Alachua 1.09 0.27 N5 200 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1098.0 CR 2041/SE 152 Street SR20 CR 2082 Alachua 0.72 0.77 2 U N5 882 3 40 10.0 3.5 S 2.41 B 

1345.0 CR 2054 US 441 CR241 Alachua 1.00 1.04 2 U NS 437 3 40 10.0 3.5 N 5 1.90 B 

1460.0 CR2054 NW 202nd Street 146th Terrace Alachua 3.86 3.80 2 U N5 437 3 45 11.5 3.5 N S 1.42 A 

1465.0 CR2054 NW 202 Street NW 234th Atreet Alachua 1.89 1.84 2 U N5 I 437 3 45 10.0 3.0 N 5 2.16 B 

1461.0 CR 20541NW 130th Avenue NW 146 Terrace CR241 Alachua 0.42 0.45 2 U N5 I 1,441 2 25 12.0 3.5 N 5 1.66 B 

1088.0 CR2082 SR20 CR 234 Alachua 1.40 1.33 2 U N5 I 751 3 45 9.0 2.0 N 5 3.88 D 

1090.0 CR2082 SE 152 Street NW 7th Street Alachua 3.95 4.02 2 U N5 I 299 4 55 10.0 3.0 N 5 2.28 B 

1092.0 CR2082 NW 7th Street NW 5th Street Alachua 0.12 0.20 2 U NS I 299 2 30 20.5 3.0 N C 0.00 A 

1092.5 CR 2082 NW 7th Street NW 5th Street Alachua 0.12 0.20 2 U I N5 I 299 2 30 13.0 3.0 N C 0.09 A 

1094.0 CR2082 NW 5th Street US 301 Alachua 0.43 0.22 2 U I NS 887 2 30 20.5 3.0 N C 0.00 A 

1094.5 CR2082 NW 5th Street US 301 Alachua 0.43 0.22 2 U N5 887 2 30 13.0 3.0 N C 1.06 A 

1454.0 CR2085 CR 3371 CR232 Alachua 2.59 2.59 N5 835 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1455.0 CR 20851 NVV 228 the Avenue CR 3371 N1/11182/Poe Spnngs Rd. Alachua 3.96 4.10 2 U NS 835 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 2.34 B 
. /------------ No No 

1835.0 CR 20851 NW 228th Avenue CR232 CR 337 Alachua 7.19 NS N S 
Data Data 

1115.0 CR219 CR 1474 US 301 Alachua 2.54 2.51 2 U N5 1,307 4 55 11.0 3.5 N S 3.00 C 

1117.0 CR219 CR 1469 CR 1474 Alachua 0.98 1.05 2 U N5 1,425 4 55 11.0 3.5 N 5 3.09 C 

1119.0 CR219 CR 1469 SR26 Alachua 3.02 3.08 2 U NS 1,425 4 50 11.0 3.0 N S 3.20 C 

1494.0 CR22 US 441 CR 237 Alachua 4.20 4.16 2 U N5 1,100 4 55 12.0 3.5 N 5 2.46 B 

1496.0 CR 221NW 156 Street CR 237 SR 121 Alachua 2.29 2.28 2 U N5 772 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 2.07 B 

1498.0 CR 221NW 156 Street SR 121 CR 231 Alachua 2.43 2.43 2 U N5 911 3 45 12.0 3.5 N 5 1.86 B 

1146.0 CR225 Monteocha Road GMA Boundary Alachua 2.90 3.57 2 U N5 2,188 4 55 11.5 3.0 N 5 3.73 D 

1175.0 CR225 CR346 S County Line Alachua 2.18 2.64 I 2 U N5 116 4 55 9.0 3.5 N 5 1.70 B 

1144.0 CR 2251 Monteocha Road CR 1475 CR340 Alachua 6.35 6.27 I 2 U N5 1,348 4 55 9.5 3.5 N 5 3.45 C 

1514.0 CR231 SR235 CR 340 Alachua 3.08 3.17 2 U N5 544 4 55 11.5 3.5 N 5 1.96 B 

1516.0 CR231 CR340 SR 121 Alachua 2.99 2.91 2 U N5 3,773 4 55 11.5 3.5 N 5 4.49 D 

1310.0 CR232 W County Line US 27 Alachua 3.03 3.45 2 U N5 2,091 4 55 12.0 3.5 N 5 3.37 C 

1314.0 CR232 US 27 NW 226th 5treet Alachua 1.50 1.48 2 U N5 2,057 4 55 12.0 4.0 N 5 3.20 C 

1316.0 CR232 NW 226th Street CR 235 Alachua 2.08 2.15 2 U N5 2,057 4 55 12.0 4.0 N 5 3.20 C 

1318.0 CR232 CR 235 143rd Street Alachua 3.11 3.02 2 U N5 4,440 4 55 12.0 4.0 N 5 4.44 D 

1151.0 CR234 SR 26 CR 1474 Alachua 3.40 3.38 2 U N5 943 4 50 9.0 3.5 N 5 3.19 C 

1153.0 CR234 CR 1474 CR 3081 SE 6th Ave. Alachua 1.08 1.07 2 U N5 117 2 35 10.0 3.0 N I 5 1.05 A 
......... - .. _-- . .. _- - ....... L ......... _ -- .- -- -- ._--

T:\data\00\8022·00\excel\Bicvcle aDs Technical Appendix Table Final Gainesville Bicycle Master Plan Database.xls Page 11 0612812001 12:08 PM 



Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BlOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Se9....ld Street From To Name length len. lanes (ll State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. aos 
(miles) (l,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp ) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%j (1 •. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1155.0 CR234 CR 30BI SE 6th Ave. SR20 Alachua 2.64 2.80 2 U NS 1,007 4 55 11.5 3.0 N S 2.72 C 

1157.0 CR234 SR 20 CR 2082 Alachua 1.19 1.10 2 U NS 620 3 40 11.5 3.5 Y S 1.59 B 

1159.0 CR234 CR 2082 US 441 Alachua 6.84 6.96 2 U NS 986 4 55 11.0 3.5 Y S 2.70 C 

1193.0 CR234 CR 31 SEI SE 26 SI. 1-75 Alachua 0.37 0.32 2 U NS 1,551 2 35 11.0 3.5 N S 2.42 B 

1195.0 CR234 1-75 S County line Alachua 2.35 2.15 2 U NS 1,377 3 45 11.0 3.5 N S 2.68 C 

1197.0 CR234 SE 26th Street Seminary Street Alachua 0.31 0.38 2 U I NS 2,594 3 45 11.0 3.5 N S 3.55 D 

1160.0 CR 2341 Cholocha US 441 NE Bay Street Alachua 0.26 0.21 2 U I NS 2,594 2 20 12.0 3.5 N S 1.83 B 

1162.0 CR 2341 Cholocha NE Bay Street Seminary Street Alachua 0.24 0.26 2 U NS 2,594 2 20 19.0 3.5 N C 0.00 A 

1385.0 CR235 CR 235 County line Alachua 2.77 2.77 2 U NS 4,902 4 55 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S 3.36 C 

1386.0 CR235 1-75 CR 235A Alachua 1.61 1.54 2 U NS 4,902 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 4.64 E 

1388.0 CR235 CR235A CR232 Alachua 2.46 2.46 2 U NS 4,902 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 4.64 E 

1392.0 CR235 CR 232 Newberry lane Alachua 5.93 6.15 2 U NS 4,902 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 4.64 E 

1422.0 CR235A CR 236 1-75 Alachua 3.20 3.24 2 U NS 1,711 4 55 11.0 3.5 N S 3.33 C 

1424.0 CR235A 1-75 US 441 Alachua 2.25 1.79 2 U NS 1,711 4 50 11.0 3.5 N S 3.27 C 

1426.0 CR 235A US 441 CR 235 Alachua 3.17 3.29 2 D NS 187 3 45 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S 0.48 A 

1430.0 CR236 US41 NE 8th Avenue Alachua 0.28 0.19 2 U NS 2,683 2 35 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S 1.07 A 

1432.0 CR236 NW 13th Avenue NE 8th Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.34 2 U NS 2,683 3 40 10.5 3.5 N S 3.61 D 

1434.0 CR236 NW 13th Avenue 1-75 Alachua 3.71 4.08 2 U NS 2,683 4 55 10.5 3.5 N S 4.09 D 

1438.0 CR236 1-75 CR241 Alachua 3.15 3.12 2 U NS 2,713 4 55 10.5 3.0 N S 4,28 D 

1440.0 CR236 CR241 CR239 Alachua 2.42 2.42 2 U NS 2,332 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 3.54 D 

1442.0 CR236 CR 239 SR 121 Alachua 1.75 1.73 2 U NS 2,332 4 55 12.0 4.0 N S 3.39 C 

1504.0 CR237 SR 235 CR 22fN\N 156 Avenue Alachua 1.86 1.88 2 I u NS 2,031 4 55 10.0 3.5 N S 3.81 D 

1506.0 CR237 CR 221 NW 156 Ave. US 441 Alachua 2.20 2.21 2 U NS 2,031 4 55 10.0 3.5 N S 3.81 D 

1476.0 CR239 SR 121 CR236 Alachua 3.11 3.12 2 U NS 2,364 4 55 10.5 4.0 N S 3.75 D 

1480.0 CR239 SR 236 SR 235 Alachua 5.41 5.75 2 U NS 1,093 4 55 10.5 3.5 N S 2.96 C 

1456.0 CR24 NW CR 2085 US 27 Alachua 2.98 2.99 NS 200 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1230.0 CR241 Main Street S County line Alachua 3.78 3.84 2 U NS 4,162 4 50 9.0 3.5 N S 4.81 E 

1400.0 CR 2411 143rd Street County Line Road CR 236 Alachua 4.54 3.48 2 U NS 1,120 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 2.65 C 

1404.0 CR 2411 143rd Street CR 236 SR 235 Alachua 5.45 5.58 2 U NS 1,688 4 55 20.0 8.5 3.5 N S 0.00 A 

1408.0 CR 2411 143rd Street School US 441 Alachua 0.37 0.27 2 S NS 1,688 2 30 21.0 4.0 Y C 1.55 B 

1410.0 CR 2411 143rd Street School CR 235 Alachua 0.26 0.46 2 S NS 1,688 2 30 14.0 4.0 Y S 277 C 

1412.0 CR 2411 143rd Street School 1-75 Alachua 2.14 2.16 2 U NS I 1,688 4 55 10.5 I 3.0 N S 3.63 D 
- ------ ............... .. 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BlOS I . Class Traffic TrI<. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name length len. lanes (ll State or Vol. Pet. Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (l,) Th Con. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (W,,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1414.0 CR 2411 143rd Street 1-75 NW 94th Avenue Alachua 0.78 0.86 2 U NS 3,585 4 55 11.0 3.0 N S 4.65 E 

1416.0 CR 2411 143rd Street 94th Avenue NW CR 232 Alachua 0.92 0.89 2 U NS 3,585 4 55 11.0 3.0 N S 4.65 E 

1418.0 CR 2411 143rd Street CR 232 SR 2321 NW 53rd Ave Alachua 0.70 0.74 2 U NS 7,090 4 55 11.5 3.0 N S 5.07 E 

1405.0 CR 241/SR 235 US 441 CR241 Alachua 0.50 0.49 2 U NS 3,585 2 30 20.5 4.0 N C 1.57 B 

1102.0 CR 30/ SE 24th Avenue CR 1381 SE 163rd Avenue CR13 Alachua 0.52 0.49 2 U NS 500 2 35 12.0 4.0 N S 0.69 A 

1167.0 CR 31 SEt SE 185th Street CR234 1-75 Alachua 2.62 2.45 NS 200 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1169.0 CR 3158 SE 185th Street 1-75 US 441 Alachua 2AO 2.46 NS SOD 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

1058.0 CR325 SR20 CR 2082 Alachua 0.58 0.47 2 U NS 559 4 55 10.0 3.0 N S 2.70 C 

1060.0 CR325 CR 2082 CR346 Alachua 4.30 4.53 2 U NS 595 4 55 10.0 3.0 N S 278 C 

1064.0 CR 325 CR346 US 301 Alachua 8.08 8.61 2 U NS 676 4 55 10.0 3.0 N S 2.88 C 

281.0 CR 329B/Lakeshore Dnve SR 20/Hawthome Road SR 261E. Univer.;11y Avenu", Alachua 3.87 3.71 2 U NS 1,258 2 35 8.5 3.0 S 3.03 C 

1254.0 CR337 SR26 30th Avenue Alachua lA8 1.48 2 U NS 939 4 55 10.0 4.0 N S 2.80 C 

1258.0 CR337 30th Avenue 46th Avenue Alachua 1.01 1.02 2 U NS 939 4 55 10.0 3.5 N 5 2.95 C 

1260.0 CR337 46th Avenue 63rd Avenue Alachua 2.00 2.05 2 U NS 939 4 55 10.0 4.0 N S 2.80 C 

1262.0 CR337 63rd Avenue S County Line Alachua 3.10 2.38 2 U NS 939 4 55 10.0 4.0 N S 2.80 C 

1256.0 CR 3371 30th Avenue 30th Avenue CR 337 Alachua 1.00 1.04 2 U NS 939 4 55 10.0 4.0 N S 2.80 C 

1500.0 CR340 CR231 CR31NNE215 Street Alachua 3.00 2.96 I 2 U NS 1,553 4 55 11.5 3.5 N S 3.07 C 

1502.0 CR340 CR 31A1 NE 21st Street CR 225 Alachua 0.86 0.85 2 U NS 841 4 55 11.5 3.5 N S 2.36 B 

1834.0 CR340 CR 225 CR 1475 Alachua 6Al NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1171.0 CR346 US 441 CR225 Alachua 2.89 3.06 2 U NS 693 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 1.98 B 

1173.0 CR346 CR225 CR325 Alachua 2.23 1.98 2 U NS 693 4 55 I 12.0 3.5 N S 1.98 B 

1219.0 CR346 154th Street SW 137th Avenue Alachua 4.10 3.47 2 U NS 349 3 45 I 9.0 3.5 N S 2.20 B 

1218.0 CR 3461 SR 346 US 27 154th Street SW Alachua 1.17 0.91 2 U NS 349 2 30 9.0 3.5 N S 1.67 B 

1220.0 CR 3461 SR 346 137th Avenue SR 121 Alachua 2.08 2.76 2 U NS 349 4 55 9.0 3.5 N S 2.60 C 

1420.0 CR49 CR241 CR 236 Alachua 5.96 4.61 NS 200 2 S 
#DlV/O #DIV/O 

! I 

1236.0 CR8 122nd Street 18C Road Alachua 1.39 1.00 NS SOD 2 S 
No No 

Data Data 

136.0 E 1st Street SE 2nd Avenue SR 26/Newberry Road Alachua 0.13 0.13 I 2 U NS 2,774 2 30 14.0 3.0 N C 2.65 C 

142.0 E 1st Street NE 2nd Avenue NE 8th Avenue Alachua OAO 0.47 2 0 NS 2,774 2 30 24.0 8.0 50.0 50.0 3.0 N C 1.45 
A • 

1002.0 E 27th Avenue SR222 SR 26 Alachua 0.95 0.94 2 U NS 1,604 2 30 11.0 3.5 N S 2.33 B 

75.0 E 3rd Street SE Depot Avenue SE 4th Avenue Alachua 0.22 0.29 2 S NS 2,881 2 30 13.0 4.0 N C 3.17 C 

77.0 E 3rd Street SE 4th Avenue SE 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.12 0.14 2 S NS 2,881 2 30 13.0 4.0 N C 3.17 C i 

143.0 E 3rd Street SE 2nd Avenue SR 26JNewberry Road Alachua 0.13 0.12 2 S NS 2,881 2 30 16.0 4.0 4.0 N C 2.01 B 
............. . _- . ----- ........... _-----_._------ '--- . . ...... 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BlOS I Class Traffic TrI<. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name length len. lanes (ll State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (l,) Th Can. Non-State (AOT) (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

143.5 E 3rd Street SE 2nd Avenue SR 261Newberry Road Alachua 0.13 0.12 2 S NS 2,881 2 30 12.0 4.0 N C 3.29 C 

312.0 E 3rd Street SR 26/E University Avenue NE 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.09 0.10 4 U NS 2,881 2 30 11.0 4.0 N C 2.68 C 

1767.0 Fraternity Row Radio-Museum Road Woodlawn Alachua 0.42 0,41 2 U NS 4,000 2 20 20.0 20.0 20.0 3.5 N C 1.74 B 

94.0 Ft. Clarke Blvd. SR 26/Newberry Road NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 1.03 1.05 2 S NS I 7,851 
I 

3 40 13.0 4.0 N C 4.13 0 

54.0 Hull Road-Mowry Rd 23rd DnveSW North/South Dnve Alachua 0.52 0.50 2 U NS [14,911 3 30 16.0 5.0 4.0 N S 2.82 C 

295.0 Hull Road-Mowry Rd North/South Dnve Center Dnve Alachua 0.30 0.34 2 U NS 14,911 3 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.42 0 

405.0 Hull Road-Mowry Rd 34th Street SW 23rd Dnve SW Alachua 0.81 0.84 2 U NS 14,911 3 30 16.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 2.82 C 

13.0 Kincaid Loop SR 20tHawthome Road 3rd Avenue SE Alachua 0.14 0.12 2 U NS 4,590 2 35 10.0 3.5 C 4.04 0 

79.0 Kincaid Loop SE 3RD Avenue 7th Avenue Alachua 0.23 0.23 2 U NS 4,590 2 35 10.0 3.5 C 4.04 0 

127.0 Kincaid Loop SE 21st Avenue SE 14th Street Alachua 3.23 3.20 2 U NS 4,590 3 45 10.0 3.5 N S 4.44 0 

199.0 Kincaid Loop SE 21st Avenue Street SR 20fHawthome Road Alachua 0.74 0.79 2 U NS 4,590 2 35 10.0 3.5 S 4.04 0 

401.0 Kincaid Loop SE 7th Avenue 11th Avenue Alachua 0.33 0,40 2 U NS 6,839 2 35 10.0 3.0 N C 4.42 0 

1775.0 Kincaid Loop 4th Street SE SE 11th Avenue Alachua 0.68 0.61 2 U NS 6,839 2 4 10.0 4.0 N C 2.97 C 

1134.0 LIne Avenue NW 6th Street US 301 Alachua 0.50 0.55 2 U NS 3,000 2 30 9.5 3.5 N S 3.48 C 

1353.0 Main Street US 27 US 441 Alachua 0.21 0.18 2 U NS 16,000 3 30 20.0 30.0 30.0 4.0 N C 3.62 0 

78.0 Main Street N NW 16th Avenue NE 8th Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.50 4 U NS 5,320 2 30 9.0 4.0 N C 3.58 0 

147.0 Main Street N NW 53rd Avenue SR 222JNW 39th Avenue Alachua 1.00 1.02 2 S NS 15,767 4 45 14.0 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

173.0 Main Street N NE 31st Avenue NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.56 0.58 4 S NS 18,650 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.20 C 

188.0 Main Street N NW 23rd Avenue NW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.53 0.54 4 S NS 18,650 4 40 14.0 4.5 N C 4.22 0 

237.0 Main Street N SR 2221NW 39th Avenue NE 31st Avenue Alachua 0.49 0,48 4 U NS 15,767 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.21 C 

68.0 Monteocha Road NE 53rd Avenue NE 77th Avenue Alachua 1.57 1.63 3 U NS 2,845 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 3.73 0 

292.0 Monteocha Road NE 77th Avenue GMA Boundary Alachua 1.96 1,44 3 U NS 2,845 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 3.73 0 

1779.0 Museum Road Radio-Museum Road Mowry-Hull Road Alachua 0.31 0.31 2 U NS 2.500 2 20 16.0 5.0 3.5 5.0 Y S 0.00 A I 

1763.0 NE Blvd 10th Avenue NE 5th Avenue NE Alachua 0.39 0.39 2 U NS 1,500 2 25 12.0 3.5 N C 1.70 B 

1765.0 NE Blvd 5th Avenue NE 2nd Avenue NE Alachua 0.16 0.18 2 U NS 1,500 2 25 12.0 3.5 N C 1.70 
B • 

1396.0 Newberry Lane US27/ US 41 SR26 Alachua 0.81 0.79 2 U NS 8,000 2 30 10.0 3.5 N S 4.18 0 

1781.0 Newell Dnve SR 26 Stadium Dnve Alachua 0.24 0.18 2 U NS 8,766 2 20 15.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 1.79 B 

1783.0 Newell Dnve Museum Road SR24 Alachua 0.40 0.35 2 U NS 8,766 2 20 17.5 5.5 3.5 Y C 1.11 A 

1784.0 Newell Dnve Radio-Museum Road Inner Dnve Alachua 0.14 0.16 2 U NS 8,766 2 20 17.5 5.0 3.5 Y C 1.22 A 

1786.0 Newell Dnve Inner Dnve Stadium Drive Alachua 0.12 0.13 2 U NS 8,766 2 20 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y C 1.75 B 

52.0 North-South Dnve SR 24/Archer Road Hull/Mowry Road Alachua 0.17 0.15 4 U NS 13,210 3 30 16.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 2.41 B 

80.0 North-South Onve Hull/ Mowry Road RadiofMuseum Road Alachua 0.40 0,41 4 U NS 13,210 3 30 16.0 5.0 4.0 Y I C 2.41 B 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS 

LanL(L! 

Class I Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non..state (ADD (HV) (SP.) (W,) (W,) (W.,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? (C/S) Score! Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft! (ft! (ft) (%j (%J (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (Y/NJ~ (A .. F) 

129.0 North-South Drive Radio Museum Road SR 26Ni Univl!rsrty Avenull Alachua 0.52 0.50 2 U NS 13,210 3 30 15.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 2.97 C 

1448.0 Poe Spnngs Road US 27 W County Line Alachua I 3.43 3,43 2 U NS 3,625 4 55 11.0 4.0 N S 4.34 D 

176.0 Radio Road-Museum Road SR 121/S 34th Street North/South Drive Alachua 1.43 1,40 2 U NS 10,635 3 30 18.0 6.0 4.0 Y C 1.98 B 

304.0 Radio Road-Museum Road North/South Drive us 44115 13th Street Alachua 0.66 0.66 2 U NS 10,635 3 30 15.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 286 C 

1836.0 Road A NW34th Road NW 174th Avenue Alachua 8.64 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

1837.0 Road B NW18th NW 218th Avenue Alachua 1.76 NS N S 
No No 

Data Data 

424.0 Rocky Po,nt Road 5700 SW34th SR 3311W1Iision Road Alachua 2.21 1.91 4 D NS 4.000 3 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 2.27 B 

263.0 Rocky PI. Road 5700 SW 34th Street us 441/SW 13th Street Alachua 0.34 0.29 2 U NS 2,531 3 45 10.0 3.5 N S 3.70 D 

1204.0 Sem,nary Street CR234 Cholokka Road Alachua 0.63 0.66 2 U NS 2,534 2 30 15.0 5.0 3.5 N S 0.86 A 

98.0 SR 120NN 23rd Avenue US 4411W 13th Street SR 20INW 6th Street Alachua 0.50 0,48 4 U S 14,000 4 40 11.0 4.0 N C 4.54 E 

235.0 SR 120A/N 23rd Avenue SR 201 NW 6th Street N Main Street Alachua 0.55 0.53 4 U S 14,000 4 40 11.0 4.0 N C 4.54 E 

236.0 SR 120AIN 23rd Avenue N Main Street NE 9th Street Alachua 0.41 0,43 4 U S 14,000 4 40 12.0 4.0 N C 4.43 D 

240.0 SR 120A/N 23rd Avenue NE 9th Street NE 15th Street Alachua 0.54 0.52 4 U S 14,000 4 40 12.0 4.0 N C 4.43 D 

307.0 SR 120NN 23rd Avenue NE 15th Street SR 24/Waldo Road Alachua 0.55 0.55 4 U S 14,000 4 40 12.0 3.5 N C 4.58 E 

157.0 SR 121 SW 85th Avenue SW 62nd Avenue Alachua 1.75 2.07 2 U S 7,800 3 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S 296 C 

175.0 SR 121 SW 62nd Avenue 35th Way Alachua 0.57 0.27 2 U S 7,800 4 55 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.45 C 

1205.0 SR 121 SW 85th Avenue CR 18 Alachua 1.33 1.02 2 U S 7,800 4 55 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 3.03 C 

1208.0 SR 121 CR 18 137th Avenue Alachua 2.18 1.83 2 U S 7,800 4 55 17.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.19 C 

1210.0 SR 121 137th Avenue CR 346 Alachua 2.02 2.60 2 U S 7,800 4 55 17.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.19 C 

1212.0 SR 121 CR346 S County Line Alachua 1.25 0.90 2 U S 7,800 4 55 17.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.19 C 

1520.0 SR 121 N County Line CR 239 Alachua 0.43 0.35 2 U S 2,200 3 45 11.5 3.0 N S 3.34 C 

1522.0 SR 121 CR239 CR 236 Alachua 2.31 2.34 2 U S 2,200 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 3.44 C 

1524.0 SR 121 CR236 CR 1493 Alachua 2.77 2.75 2 U S 2,200 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 3.44 C 

1526.0 SR 121 CR 1493 SR 235 Alachua 0.33 0.37 2 U S 2,600 2 35 21.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 N S 0.21 A 

1528.0 SR 121 SR235 SR 235 Alachua 0.30 0.28 2 U S 2,600 2 35 21.0 9.0 5.0 10.0 3.5 N C 0.00 A 

1530.0 SR 121 SR235 CR 221 NW 156th Ave. Alachua 3.13 3.16 2 U S 9,000 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 4.95 E 

1532.0 SR 121 CR 221NW 156th Ave. CR231 Alachua 3.45 3,47 2 U S 9,000 4 55 12.0 3.5 N S 4.95 E 

1534.0 SR 121 CR 231 NE 21st Street Alachua 1.03 1.10 2 U S 9,849 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 5.17 E 

32.0 SR 1211W 34th Street SR 24/Archer Road SW 20th Avenue Alachua 0.51 0,46 6 D S 40,750 5 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.87 E 

35.0 SR 1211W34th Street NW 16th Avenue NW31stAvenue Alachua 1.48 1,48 2 U S 14,500 4 40 16.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 Y S 3.51 D 

72.0 SR 1211W 34th Street SR 222IW 39 Avenue N 53rd Avenue Alachua 1.15 1,44 2 U S 12,000 4 40 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S 3.32 C 

97.0 SR 1211W 34th Street SR 3311Wiliston Road SR 24/Archer Road Alachua 1.60 1.63 6 D S 28,496 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.30 C 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Len9th Len. Lanes (LI State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non-5tate (ADT) (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%! mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%! (%! (1 .. 5! (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F! 

130.0 SR 1211W 34th Street SW 20th Avenue Hulll Mowry Road Alachua 0.25 0.26 6 D S 40,750 5 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.87 E 

200.0 SR 1211W34th Street Hull! Mowry Road Radio/Museum Road Alachua 0.31 0.32 6 D S 40,750 5 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.87 E 

205.0 SR 1211W 34th Street Radio/Museum Road SR26AJ5W2ndAvenue Alachua 0.55 0.57 6 0 S 40,750 5 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.87 E 

210.0 SR 1211W34th Street SR 26/Newbeny Road N 8th Avenue Alachua 0.50 0.50 2 S S 22,000 4 35 13.5 3.5 N C 4.84 E 

211.0 SR 1211W 34th Street SR 26N SW 2nd Avenue SR 26/Newberry Road Alachua 0.12 0.13 6 0 S 40,750 5 35 14.0 4.0 N C 4.61 E 

221.0 SR 1211W34th Street N 8th Avenue NW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.53 0.52 2 S S 22,000 4 35 13.5 3.5 N C 4.84 E 

233.0 SR 1211W 34th Street NW31stAvenue SR 2'22NJ 39th Avenue Alachua 0.17 0.04 2 U S 14,500 4 40 16.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 Y S 3.51 D 

257.0 SR 1211W 34th Street NW53rdAve us 4411W 13th Street Alachua 0.83 0.81 2 U S 12,000 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S 3.42 C 

294.0 SR 1211W 34th Street US 4411W 13th Street N.W. 77th Avenue Alachua 2.15 2.11 2 U S 9,849 3 45 12.0 3.5 N S 4.60 E 

1066.0 SR20 GMAlCR2082 CR234 Alachua 1.86 1.83 4 0 S 12,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 5.0 Y S 3.27 C 

1068.0 SR20 CR 234 CR325 Alachua 1.52 1.52 4 0 S 12,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 5.0 Y S 3.27 C 

1070.0 SR20 CR325 SE 1521/2WAY Alachua 1.86 1.83 4 0 S 8,900 4 65 16.0 4.0 5.0 Y S 3.12 C 

1072.0 SR20 SE 152 CR 131 SE 171 Alachua 1.19 1.23 2 U S 8,900 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 5.12 E 

1074.0 SR20 CR 131 SE 171 NW 5th Street Alachua 2.84 3.01 2 U S 8,900 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 5.12 E 

1076.0 SR20 NW 5th Street US 301 Alachua 0.32 0.14 2 U S 8,900 2 35 12.0 3.0 N S 4.33 D 

1078.0 SR20 US 301 E. County lnI2nd Ave Alachua 1.93 1.61 2 U S 5,000 4 55 16.5 5.0 4.0 Y S 2.91 C 

1352.0 SR20 US 441 N Main Street Alachua 0.55 0.59 2 U S 17.000 3 35 19.0 8.0 10.0 10.0 4.0 I N C 2.02 B 

25.0 SR 20/Hawthome Road NE 14th Street SE 15th Street Alachua 0.10 0.14 4 0 S 15,400 4 45 20.0 8.0 75.0 0.0 4.0 N C 2.90 C 

146.0 SR 20/Hawthorne Road SR 24/Waldo Road NE 15th Street Alachua 0.25 0.24 6 0 S 15,400 3 35 12.0 4.5 N C 3.82 D 

268.0 SR 20/Hawthorne Road CR 329B GMA Boundary Alachua 1.69 1.64 4 0 S 9,200 3 45 16.0 4.0 5.0 Y S 2.63 C 

273.0 SR 20/Hawthome Road SE 27th Street SE 43rd Street Alachua 1.15 1.12 4 0 S 15,400 4 45 20.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 N C 1.38 A 

274.0 SR 20/Hawthome Road SE 43rd Street CR 3298llakeshore Drive Alachua 1.02 1.03 4 0 I S 11,350 4 45 20.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 N C 1.22 A 

315.0 SR 20/Hawthorne Road SE 15th Street SE 27th Street Alachua 1.15 1.13 4 0 S 15,400 4 45 20.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 N C 1.38 A 

182.0 SR 20/NW 6th Street NW 8th Avenue NW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.49 0.50 4 S I S 15,000 3 30 11.5 0.0 4.0 Y C 4.02 0 

187.0 SR 20/NW 6th Street NW 16th Avenue NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.54 4 U I S 15,000 3 35 11.0 3.5 N C 4.38 0 

248.0 SR 20/NW 6th Street NW 23rd Avenue SR 222IN 39th Avenue Alachua 1.02 0.99 4 U S 15,000 3 35 11.0 3.5 N C 4.38 D 

249.0 SR 20/NW 6th Street SR 222IN 39th Avenue us 44111N. 13th Street Alachua 0.91 0.91 4 U S 9,700 2 35 11.0 3.5 N C 3.96 0 

83.0 SR 20/NW 8th A venue NW 6th Street NW 3rd Street Alachua 0.18 0.17 4 S S 17,500 3 30 14.0 3.5 3.5 C 3.38 C 

171.0 SR 20/NW 8th Avenue NW 3rd Street NW 2nd Street Alachua 0.07 0.08 4 S S 17,500 3 30 14.0 3.5 3.5 C 3.38 C 

172.0 SR 20/NW 8th Avenue NW 2nd Street N Main Street Alachua 0.10 0.09 4 S S 17,500 3 30 14.0 3.5 3.5 C 3.38 C 

1004.0 SR222 E 27th Avenue SR 26 Alachua 1.94 1.39 2 U S 4.000 4 55 16.5 6.0 3.0 N S 2.91 C 

36.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue US 441/NW 13th Street SR 20INW 6th Street Alachua 0.48 0.48 4 S S 17,000 4 45 15.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.44 C 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Se(Lld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes {Ll State or Vol. Pct. Spd. Pavement {OSPAI Condition Bike Sec. QOS 

(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State {ADn (HV) (SPp) (WI) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB StWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

{Mil # {vpdl {%j mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%1 (%1 (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (Y/NI {A .. FI 

65.0 SR 222/N 39th Avenue SR 20/NW 6th Street N Main Street Alachua 0.69 0.67 4 S 8 17,000 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3,35 C 

242.0 8R 2221N 39th Avenue NW95th Blvd NW83rd St Alachua 0.79 0.81 4 DIV 8 20,268 4 45 16.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 Y C 3.28 C 

244.0 8R 2221N 39th Avenue NW 43rd Street SR 121 rw 34th Street Alachua 1.01 1.02 4 D 8 24,681 4 45 16.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 Y C 3.38 C 

245.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue 8R 121NV 34th 81reet NW 24th Boulevard Alachua 0.86 0.80 4 8 S 24,681 4 45 16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 Y C 3.87 D 

247.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue N Main Street NE 15th Street Alachua 0.82 0.83 4 D 8 17,000 4 I 45 16.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 Y C 3.50 C 

250.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue NE 15th Street SR 24IWaido Road Alachua 1.03 1.03 4 D 8 17,000 4 45 15.5 4.0 3.5 3.5 Y C 3.60 D 

254.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue SR 24IWaido Road End of 4-lane section Alachua 1.57 1.48 4 D 8 15,200 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 3.28 C 

285.0 SR 222/N 39th Avenue End of 4-lane section GMA Boundary Alachua 0.89 1.57 2 U 8 10,800 4 55 16.0 4.0 3.0 2.5 8 4.07 D 

289.0 SR 222/N 39th Avenue NW 83rd Street NW 51st Street Alachua 2.03 1.98 4 D 8 20,268 4 45 16.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 Y C 3.28 C 

303.0 SR 2221N 39th Avenue NW51Street NW 43rd Street Alachua 0.47 0.51 I 4 D 8 20,268 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 45.0 Y C 3.34 C 

319.0 SR 222/N 39th Avenue NW 24th Boulevard us 4411NW 13th Street Alachua 1.15 1.15 I 4 S 8 24,681 4 45 16.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 C 3.69 D 

1126.0 8R225 CR 14751 SR 200A US 301 Alachua 3.28 3.15 I 2 U 8 1.500 4 55 9.5 3.5 N S 3.57 D 

2.0 SR 226/S 16th Ave US 441NV 13th Street 6th Street Alachua 0.56 0.44 I 4 D S 19,550 3 35 14.0 4.0 N C 3.99 D 

55.0 8R 226/S 16th Ave SR 24/Archer Road SW 16th Street Alachua 0.70 0.78 4 D S 20,300 4 35 20.0 8.0 100.0 100.0 4.0 N C 4.49 D 

60.0 8R 226/S 16th Ave 6th Street SR 329IMain Street Alachua 0.15 0.26 4 D S 19,550 3 35 14.0 4.0 N C 3.99 D 

198.0 SR 226/S 16th Ave SR 329/Maln Street SR 331mlliston Road Alachua 0.58 0.59 2 U S 9,400 2 35 16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 N S 3.08 C 

202.0 SR 226/S 16th Ave SW 16th Street us 441JW 13th Street Alachua 0.23 0.23 4 D S 20,300 4 35 13.0 4.0 N C 4.36 D 

1403.0 SR235 CR241 CR239 Alachua 1.52 1.42 2 U S 4.000 3 45 16.5 5.0 3.5 Y S 2.56 C 

1486.0 SR235 CR 239 CR 237 Alachua 3.06 3.16 2 U S 3,000 4 55 15.0 5.0 4.0 N S 2.13 B 

1487.0 SR235 CR 2351 CR 231 CR237 Alachua 1.27 1.34 2 U S 1,500 4 55 16.5 4.0 3.5 N S 0.01 A 

1488.0 SR235 SR 121 CR 237 Alachua 2.30 2.18 2 U S 4,000 2 15 15.0 4.0 N S 2.08 B 

1493.0 SR235 CR241 1-75 Alachua 1.14 1.19 2 U S 5,900 3 45 12.0 3.5 N S 4.34 D 

1529.0 SR235 SR 121 CR 237 Alachua 1.57 1.63 2 U S 3,000 4 55 15.0 4.0 Y S 3.20 C 

1031.0 SR24 US 301 SR 24 Alachua 0.43 0.72 2 0 S 10,000 2 35 12.0 50.0 3.5 N C 4.42 D 

1033.0 SR24 SR24 US 301 Alachua 0.40 0.72 2 0 S 10.000 2 35 20.5 5.0 50.0 50.0 3.5 N C 2.77 C 

1138.0 SR24 Oneway Pair 77th Avenue NE Alachua 6.71 6.41 4 D S 13,600 4 65 17.0 5.0 3.5 N S 3.23 C 

1222.0 8R24 S 122nd Street SW 143rd Avenue Alachua 1.86 1.35 2 U S 8,000 4 55 16.0 4.0 3.0 Y S 3.79 D 

1224.0 SR24 18C Roadl SW 143 US 411 US 27 Alachua 1.63 2.19 2 U S 6,000 4 55 16.5 4.0 3.0 Y S 3.55 D 

1226.0 SR24 US 411 US 27 Magnolia/170th Street Alachua 0.31 0.31 2 U 8 4,000 2 35 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 1.90 B 

1228.0 SR24 Magnolia S County Line Alachua 2.80 2.54 2 U S 1,590 3 45 15.5 4.0 3.5 Y S 0.26 A 

9.0 SR 24/Archer Road GMA 8oundary/122nd Street SW 91 st Street Alachua 2.55 2.63 2 U S 14.500 4 55 16.0 4.0 3.0 Y S 4.09 D 

10.0 SR 24/Archer Road SW 91st Street SW 75th Street Alachua 1.13 1.14 2 U S 45,000 6 55 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y 8 4.94 E 
-'----
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement I Cross Bicycle 

F_Se!Lld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (L) State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) NIEB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 51 (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

27.0 SR 241Archer Road Interstate 75 SW 40th Boulevard Alachua 0.12 0.13 6 0 S 48.250 5 45 13.0 5.0 N C 4.93 E 

40.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 75th Street SW751h SlreetrTow=r Road Alachua 0.26 0.25 4 D S 45,000 5 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S 4.01 0 

41.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 75th StITower Road SW 62nd Avenue Alachua 0.36 0.25 4 D S 22,250 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.38 C 

53.0 SR 241Archer Road SR 226/SW 16th Avenue NorthlSouth Dnve Alachua 0.26 0.36 4 D S 29,250 4 35 11.0 4.5 N C 4.68 E 

57.0 SR 241Archer Road North/South Drive SW 16th Street Alachua 0.45 0.51 4 D S 29.250 4 35 14.0 4.0 C 4.41 0 

131.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 16th Street us 441 fIN 13th Street Alachua 0.31 0.24 4 D S 29,250 4 35 14.0 4.0 C 4.41 0 

197.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 40th Boulevard SR 121fW 34th Street Alachua 0.88 0.84 6 D S 48,250 5 45 13.0 5.0 N C 4.93 E 

201.0 SR 241Archer Road SR 1211W34th Street SW 23rd Terrace Alachua 0.80 0.79 6 D S 48,250 1 5 45 14.0 4.0 C 4.96 E 

267.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 62nd Avenue Interstate 75 Alachua 2.09 2.20 4 D S 22,250 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y C 3.38 C 

311.0 SR 241Archer Road SW 23rd Terrace SR 226JSW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.47 0.34 6 D S 48,250 5 40 14.0 4.0 C 4.84 E 

38.0 SR 24IWaido Road SR 26{ Umversity Avenue N 8th Avenue Alachua 0.58 0.60 4 S S 21,500 4 35 12.0 4.0 N C 4.51 E 

179.0 SR 24IWaido Road N 8th Avenue N 16th Avenue Alachua 0.58 0.57 4 D S 21,500 4 45 12.0 4.0 N C 4.74 E 

180.0 SR 24IWaido Road N 16th Avenue N 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.59 0.59 4 D S 21,500 4 45 12.5 4.0 N 
1 

C 4.68 E 

230.0 SR 24fWaido Road N 23rd Avenue NE 31st Avenue Alachua 0.60 0.60 4 D S 21,500 4 45 12.5 4.0 N C 4.68 E 

241.0 SR 24fWaido Road NE 31st Avenue SR 222fE 39th Avenue Alachua 0.30 0.29 4 0 S 21,500 4 45 12.5 4.0 N C 4.68 E 

255.0 SR 24fWaido Road SR 2221E 39th Avenue N 53rd Avenue Alachua 1.46 1.49 4 D S 13,600 4 55 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.38 C 

293.0 SR 24fWaido Road NW53rdAve CR 255JVNE 77th Ave Alachua 1.90 2.02 4 D S 13,600 4 60 12.0 3.5 N S 4.87 E 

1207.0 SR 25N Tuscawilla Road Cholokka Road US 441 Alachua 0.94 1.04 2 U S 2.000 2 30 17.0 5.0 3.0 N S 0.00 A 

413.0 SR26 76 sireetNW 75th Street NW Alachua 0.19 0.16 4 D S 29,875 4 35 11.0 4.5 C 4.69 E 

1005.0 SR26 Lextngton County line Alachua 0.52 0.16 2 U S 6.000 2 35 20.0 6.0 50.0 50.0 5.0 N C 2.37 B 

1006.0 SR26 E 27th Avenue SR 222 Alachua 1.21 0.95 2 U S 10.000 4 55 18.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.08 C 

1007.0 SR26 219A Lexington Alachua 0.45 0.18 2 U S 6.000 3 45 12.0 3.5 5.0 Y S 3.56 D 

1008.0 SR26 SR222 CR 234 Alachua 2.89 2.95 2 U S 10,000 4 55 16.5 5.01 3.5 Y S 3.42 C 

1010.0 SR26 CR 234 US 301 Alachua 2.79 2.80 2 U S 10.000 4 55 16.5 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.42 C 

1012.0 SR26 US 301 CR 1469 Alachua 1.96 1.90 2 U S 8,000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S 1 2.88 C 

1014.0 SR26 CR 1469 CR 219 PJ NE Blvd Alachua 2.58 2.49 2 U S 8.000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S 2.88 C 

1242.0 SR26 W. County Line CR 337 Alachua 2.17 2.06 2 U S 7.000 4 55 12.0 3.0 N S 5.00 E 

1244.0 SR26 CR 337 US 27 Alachua 0.98 0.98 2 U S 7.000 2 30 21.0 60.0 50.0 4.0 N C 3.26 C i 

1246.0 SR26 US 27 CR 235 Alachua 0.63 0.68 2 U S 8.000 3 40 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 2.56 C i 

1247.0 SR26 CR 235 US 27 Alachua 0.39 0.28 2 S S 8.000 3 40 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 2.56 C 

1248.0 SR26 SR 26PJ Newberry Lane NW 202nd Street Alachua 2.14 2.22 2 U S 8,000 4 55 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 3.04 C 

1250.0 SR26 NW 202nd Street NW 170th Street Alachua 2.02 1.99 2 U S 10,000 4 55 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 3.15 C , 
. 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Se!Lld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (Ll State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Con. Non-State (AOn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) NIEB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mi) # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1252.0 SR 26 NW 170th Street NW 143rd Street Alachua 1.66 1.74 2 U S 12,000 4 55 17.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.25 C 

1537.0 SR26A SR26 SR 1211 SW 34th Street Alachua 0.43 0.44 2 U S 17,000 3 35 11.5 3.5 N S 4.74 E 

412.0 SR 261 Newberry Road 122nd Street SW 143rd Street Alachua 1.48 1.51 4 D S 13.000 4 50 16.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 Y C 3.19 C 

14.0 SR 26/Newberry Road NW 98th Street W 91 st Street Alachua 0.50 0.47 4 D S 29,875 4 45 12.0 4.0 N S 4.91 E 

91.0 SR 26/Newberry Road NW 55th Street NW 43rd Street Alachua 0.78 0.70 4 D S 32,875 4 45 I 18.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 Y C 2.94 C 

100.0 SR 26INewberry Road W 91 st Street Ft Clarke Boulevard Alachua 0.08 0.13 4 D S 29,875 4 45 12.0 4.0 N S 4.91 E 

115.0 SR 26/Newberry Road Ft. Clarke Boulevard SW 76th Street Alachua 0.72 0.73 4 D S 29,875 4 45 12.0 4.0 N C 4.91 E 

169.0 SR 26/Newberry Road SW75th StreeUTower Road Interstate·75 [east ramp] Alachua 0.23 0.23 6 D S 29,875 4 35 11.0 4.5 I N C 4.49 0 

207.0 SR 26/Newberry Road NW 43rd Street SR 26N SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.67 0.75 4 D S 32,875 4 35 18.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 4.5 Y C 3.73 0 

208.0 SR 26INewberry Road SR 26Al SW 2nd Avenue SR 1211W 34th Street Alachua 0.41 0.42 I 4 D S 
I 

32,875 4 35 12.0 4.0 N I C 4,73 E 

216.0 SR 26/Newberry Road Interstate-7S least ramp] SW 62nd Boulevard Alachua 0.58 0.56 I 6 D S 47,750 5 35 11.0 4.5 N I C 4.96 E 

282.0 SR 26/Newberry Road sw 122nd StreeU Parker Road NW 107th Terrace Alachua 0.94 0.86 4 D S 13,500 4 50 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y i C 3.21 C I 
283.0 SR 26/Newberry Road 107th Terrace NW 98th Street Alachua 0.59 0.67 4 D S 29,875 4 45 12.0 4.0 N C 4.91 E 

300.0 SR 261Newberry Road SW 62nd Boulevard NW 55th Street Alachua 0.44 0.38 6 D S 47,750 5 40 12.0 4.5 N C 5.00 E 

18.0 SR 26/Unlversity Avenue SR 1211W 34th Street NW 22nd Street Alachua 1.15 1.13 3 U S 28,750 4 35 16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 Y C 3.71 0 

19.0 SR 26IUmversity Avenue US 441/w 13th Street W 12th Street Alachua 0.13 0.12 4 D S 22,000 4 30 17.5 7.0 100.0 100.0 4.0 N C 4.52 E 

20.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue W 12th Street W 10th Street Alachua 0.13 0.12 4 D S 22,000 4 30 17.5 7.0 100.0 100.0 4.0 N C 4.52 E 

24.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue SR 20/Hawthome Road NE 15th Street Alachua 0.09 0.12 4 D S 10,300 3 35 12.0 4.0 N C 3.92 0 

50.0 SR 26fUmversity Avenue W 10th Street W6th Street Alachua 0.25 0.27 4 U S 22,000 4 30 17.5 7.0 100.0 100.0 4.0 N C 4.52 E 

89.0 SR 26fUmversity Avenue NW 22nd Street SR 26N SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.16 0.13 3 U S 28,750 4 35 14.0 4.0 N C 4.40 0 

111.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue NorthlSouth Drive NW 17th Street Alachua 0.30 0.28 4 U S 36,500 4 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.72 E 

133.0 SR 26/Umversily Avenue NW 17th Street us 4411W 13th Street Alachua 0.33 0.34 4 D S 36,500 4 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.72 E 

134.0 SR 26/Umversily Avenue W6th Street W3rd Street Alachua 0.18 0.15 4 U S 22,000 4 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.46 D 

135.0 SR 26fUnrversily Avenue W3rd Street W2nd Street Alachua 0.08 0.09 4 U S 22,000 4 30 12.0 4.0 N C 4.35 0 

138.0 SR 26fUmversily Avenue W2nd Street N Main Street Alachua 0.10 0.09 4 U S 22,000 4 30 13.0 4.0 N C 4.22 0 

139.0 SR 26/Umversily Avenue N Main Street E 1st Street Alachua 0.07 0.08 4 U S 22,000 4 30 13.0 4.0 N C 4.22 0 

140.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue E 1st Street E 3rd Street Alachua 0.09 0.08 4 D S 22,000 4 30 13.0 4.0 N C 4.22 0 

144.0 SR 26/Unlversity Avenue E3rd Street NE 9th Street Alachua 0.46 0.42 4 U S 22,000 4 35 13.0 4.0 N C 4.40 0 

145.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue NE 9th Street SR 24/Waldo Road Alachua 0.21 0.21 4 U S 22,000 4 35 12.0 4.0 N C 4.53 E 

212.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue SR 26Al SW 2nd Avenue North/South Drive Alachua 0.08 0.12 4 U S 28,750 4 30 11.0 4.0 N C 4.60 E 

214.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue NE 15th Street NE 25th Street Alachua 0.82 0.80 4 D S 10,300 4 45 14.0 3.5 N C 4.26 0 
-

279.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue NE 25th Street NE 43rd Street Alachua 1.18 1.17 4 D S 10,300 4 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.11 0 
L-____ 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BlOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name length len. lanes (ll State or Vol. Pcl Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. aDS 
(miles) (l,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp ) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpdl (%) mph (ft) (f!) (ft) (%1 (%) (1 .. 51 (1 .. 5) (yIN) (A .. F) 

280.0 SR 26IUmversity Avenue NE 43rd Street CR 329Bflakeshore Dnve Alachua 0.67 0.72 4 D S 10,300 4 45 14.0 4.0 N C 4.11 D 

286.0 SR 26/Umversity Avenue CR 329B N.E. 27th Avenue Alachua 2.23 2.37 2 U S 5,200 4 50 17.0 5.0 4.5 Y S 2.65 C 

209.0 SR 26AJSW 2nd Avenue SR 26/Newbeny Road SW 28th Street Alachua 0.59 0.58 2 U S 17,000 3 35 10.0 4.0 N C 4.75 E 

213.0 SR 26AJSW 2nd Avenue SR 1211W 34th Street SW 28th Street Alachua 0.71 0.70 2 U S 17,000 3 35 10.0 3.5 N S 4.90 E 

425.0 SR 3291 Ma'n Street N NE 8th Avenue NW 4th Avenue Alachua 0.31 0.24 4 U S 14,000 3 30 19.0 7.0 10.0 10.0 2.5 N C 2.31 B 

426.0 SR 3291 Ma,n Street N NW 4th Avenue SR26 Alachua 0.19 0.24 4 U S 15.000 3 30 13.0 3.0 N C 4.16 D 

427.0 SR 3291 Ma,n Street N SR26 SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.13 4 U S 19,000 3 30 16.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 3.5 N C 3.83 D 

174.0 SR 329IMa,n Street SW 4th Avenue SW 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.13 4 U S 19,000 3 30 12.0 3.5 N C 4.23 D 

320.0 SR 329IMa,n Street SW 4th Avenue SW9th Road Alachua I 0.27 0.30 4 S S 19,000 3 30 11.0 3.5 N C 4.35 D 

321.0 SR 329IMa,n Street SW 9th Road/Depot SR 2261SW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.63 0.61 4 S S 19,000 4 40 23.0 12.0 7.0 10.0 10.0 4.5 Y C 0.00 A 

322.0 SR 329IMa,n Street SR 226/SW 16th Avenue SR331fv'Vi!!iston Road Alachua 1.27 1.33 4 D S 19.000 4 45 12.0 3.5 N C 4.83 E 

417.0 SR331 SE 2nd Avenue 1 st Avenue SE Alachua 0.08 0.06 4 D S 15.000 3 35 22.0 10.0 3.5 C 0.00 A 

164.0 SR 331/SR 121 Interstate 75 (south) SR 121NoJ 34th Street Alachua 0.16 0.32 4 D S 21,000 4 45 12.0 4.0 N C 4.73 E 

194.0 SR 331/SR 121 SR 121NV 34th Street SW 23rd Terrace Alachua 1.17 1.20 4 D S 21.000 4 45 12.0 4.0 N C 4.73 E 

309.0 SR 331/SR 121 SW 23rd Terrace us 441/SW 13th Street Alachua 0.88 0.85 4 D S 21.000 4 45 12.0 3.5 N C 4.88 E 

12.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road US 441/SW 13th Street N Main Street Alachua 0.49 0.46 4 D S 16,700 4 45 22.0 10.0 3.5 N S 0.37 A 

23.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road S Main Street SR 226/SE 16th Ave. Alachua 1.15 1.05 4 D S 16,700 4 45 22.0 10.0 3.5 N S 0.37 A 

67.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road SR 226/SW 16th Avenue SE 4th Street Alachua 0.54 0.58 4 D S 16,700 4 45 22.0 10.0 3.5 N C I 0.37 A 

195.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road SE 4th Street SW9th Road Alachua 0.84 0.83 4 D S 16.700 4 40 22.0 10.0 3.5 C 0.27 A 

196.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road SW9th Road SE 4th Avenue Alachua 0.17 0.18 4 D S 16,700 3 35 22.0 10.0 3.5 C 0.00 A 

203.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road SE 4th Avenue SE 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.12 0.14 4 D S 16,700 3 35 22.0 10.0 70.0 3.5 C 2.62 C 

299.0 SR 3311Wiliiston Road SE 1 st Avenue SR 26lUnrversity Avenue Alachua 0.06 0.05 6 D S 16,700 3 35 12.0 0.0 3.5 C 4.12 D 

1769.0 Stadium Road 23rd Street N/S Dnve Alachua 0.33 0.39 2 U NS 3.000 2 20 20.0 8.0 3.5 Y C 0.00 A 

1788.0 Stadium Road N/S Dnve Newell Drive Alachua 0.38 0.40 2 U NS 4.000 2 20 20.0 8.0 3.5 Y C 0.00 A 

1354.0 US 27 W County Line NW 19th SI. Alachua 1.42 1.61 2 U S 12.000 4 55 20.0 7.5 3.0 I N S 2.21 B 

1355.0 US 27 S. Main NW 19th SI. Alachua 0.91 0.82 2 U S 12.000 3 35 19.0 5.0 20.0 20.0 4.0 N C 2.65 C 

1357.0 US27 NW 182nd Avenue 6th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.24 2 U S 12.000 3 30 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 2.50 B 

1359.0 US27 6th Avenue SR 201 SW 1 5t Avenue Alachua 0.39 0.39 2 U S 12.000 3 30 12.5 4.0 N C 4.14 D 

1358.0 US 271 US 41 NW 182nd Avenue CR24 Alachua 2.37 2.46 2 U S 10.000 3 45 17.0 5.0 4.0 Y S 2.76 C 

1362.0 US 271 US 41 CR24 CR232 Alachua 4.00 4.13 2 U S 12.000 4 55 12.5 4.0 Y S 4.88 E 

1364.0 US 27/US 41 CR232 Newbeny Lane Alachua 5.12 5.16 2 U S 14,000 4 55 12.5 

I 
4.0 Y S 4.97 E 

1366.0 US 271 US 41 Newbeny lane SR 26 Alachua 0.42 0.43 4 S S 12.000 4 40 18.0 10.0 5.0 4.0 N C 3.59 D 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (LI State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADTJ (HV) (SP.) (W,) (W,) (W.,I NIEB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade' 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ft) (ft) (ft) (%) (%) (1 .. 5) ,(1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1368.0 US 271 US 41 SR 26 S 15th Avenue Alachua 0.47 0.52 2 S S 12.000 4 40 13.5 4.0 Y S 4.51 E 

1370.0 US 27f US 41 S 15th Avenuel8th S 30th Avenue Alachua 1.06 1.02 2 U S 11.000 4 55 11.0 3.0 N S 5.35 E 

1372.0 US 27f US 41 S 30th Avenue S 46th Avenue Alachua 1.31 1.41 2 
1 

U S 11.000 4 55 11.0 3.0 N S 5.35 E 

1374.0 US 27f US 41 
~ 

S 46th Avenue SW 202nd Street Alachua 2.45 2.37 2 U S 10.000 4 55 11.5 3.0 N S 5.24 E 

1376.0 US 271 US 41 SW 202nd Street SW 17ath Street Alachua 3.53 3.63 2 U S 10.000 4 55 11.5 3.0 N S 5.24 E 

1378.0 US 27f US 41 SW 170th Street SR24 1 Alachua 0.65 0.57 2 U S 10.000 3 45 17.0 5.0 
1 

3.0 Y S 3.09 C 

1380.0 US 27f US 41 SR 24 CR 346 Alachua 0.46 0.46 2 U S 8.000 3 45 14.0 3.0 N C 4.41 0 

1382.0 US 27f US 41 Peachtree S County line Alachua 3.19 3.54 2 U S 8.000 4 50 17.0 5.0 
1 

3.5 S 3.12 C 

1383.0 US 27f US 41 CR346 Peachtree Alachua 0.51 0.36 2 U S 8.000 2 35 12.0 4.0 N C 3.94 0 

1024.0 US 301 N County line SR225 Alachua 0.40 0.51 4 0 NS 12.000 4 55 18.0 6.0 5.0 Y S 2.28 B 

1026.0 US 301 SR225 City Limit Alachua 2.60 2.75 4 0 NS 12.000 4 55 18.0 6.0 3.0 Y S 2.77 C 

1027.0 US 301 SR 24 Cilty limit Alachua 0.27 0.19 4 0 NS 13.000 4 45 19.0 4.0 3.5 N C nfa nfa 

1028.0 US 301 C~y limit SR 325f CR 1469 Alachua 2.87 2.72 4 0 NS 14.000 4 55 16.0 7.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 

1030.0 US 301 CR 1469 SR26 Alachua 2.97 3.19 4 0 NS 15.000 4 65 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 

1032.0 US 301 SR 26 CR 1474 Alachua 3.93 4.00 4 0 NS 14.000 4 55 17.0 5.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 

1034.0 US 301 CR 1474 CR30 Alachua 1.65 1.50 4 0 NS 11,000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1036.0 US 301 CR30 CR 219N NE Blvd Alachua 1.51 1.62 4 D NS 11.000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1038.0 US 301 CR 219 AI NE Blvd SR 20 Alachua 1.81 1.84 4 D NS 10.000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1040.0 US 301 SR 20 CR 2082 Alachua 0.42 0.47 4 D NS 9.000 4 55 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nla 

1043.0 US 301 CR 2082 SE 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.14 0.15 4 D NS 9.000 3 45 15.0 5.0 4.0 Y C nfa nfa 

1045.0 US 301 SE 2nd Avenue SE 6th Avenue Alachua 0.21 0.10 4 D NS 8.500 4 65 17.0 4.5 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1046.0 US 301 SE 6th Avenue SE219 Alachua 3.18 3.18 4 D NS 8.500 3 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y C nfa nfa 

1048.0 US 301 SE 219 RR Bridge Alachua 2.50 2.52 4 D NS 8.000 4 65 17.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1050.0 US 301 RR Bridge CR 3251 CR 200A Alachua 1 3.72 4.62 4 D NS 8,000 4 65 16.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.17 C 

1052.0 US 301 CR 3251 CR 200A S County Line Alachua 1.26 1.19 4 D NS 8.000 4 65 16.0 5.0 3.5 Y S 3.17 C 

1328.0 US 41 W County line N Main Street Alachua 1.86 1.84 4 D S 8,000 3 45 11.0 4.0 N S nfa nfa 

90.0 US 441 NW 23rd Street GMA Boundary Alachua 2.48 2.89 
1 

4 D S 16.700 4 55 16.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 Y S nfa nfa 

1181.0 US 441 Rocky POint CR 18 Alachua 6.10 5.62 
1 

4 D S i 16.000 4 65 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S 3.73 D 

1 

I 

1183.0 US 441 CR 18 CR234 Alachua 0.74 0.97 4 D S I 15.000 4 55 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S nfa nla 

1184.0 US 441 CR 234 CR234 1 Alachua 0.40 0.65 
1 

4 D S 1 14.000 4 50 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 

1185.0 US 441 CR 234 CR346 Alachua 0.89 

* 
D S 

1
13.000 4 50 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 

1187.0 US 441 CR 346 SR25A 1 Alachua 0.59 0.45 4 D S 112.000 4 50 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S nfa nfa 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic Trk. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Seg_ld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (L) State or Vol. Pet. Spd. Pavement (OSPA) Condition Bike Sec. QOS 

(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-State (ADn (HV) (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ftl (ft) (ftl {%} (%) (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

1189.0 US 441 SR25A CR 30 SEI SE 185 Alachua 1.44 1.53 4 D S 1 10,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 3.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1191.0 US 441 CR 30 SEI SE 185 S County Lme Alachua 0.26 0.18 4 D S 10,000 4 65 15.5 4.0 3.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1329.0 US 441 N. Main Street SR 20/61h Street Alachua 0.61 0.61 2 U S 28,000 4 45 12.0 4.0 N S n/a n/a 

1330.0 US 441 NW 144th Street CR241 Alachua 0.11 0.14 4 D S 28,000 4 45 18.0 6.0 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

1330.5 US 441 NW 144th Street CR241 Alachua 0.11 0.14 4 D S 28,000 4 45 12.0 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

1331.0 US 441 NW 144th Street 1-75 Alachua 1.24 1.31 4 D S 28,000 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1332.0 US 441 SR 20 NW 202nd Street Alachua 1.95 1.92 4 D S 20.000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1333.0 US 441 1-75 CR 235 Alachua 0.76 0.58 4 D S 20.000 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1334.0 US 441 NW 202nd Street CR 235A Alachua 2.00 2.04 4 D S 18,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1340.0 US 441 CR241 CR22 Alachua 0.30 0.33 4 D S 18,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1342.0 US 441 CR 22 CR 2054 Alachua 0.85 0.90 4 D S 18,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1344.0 US 441 CR 2054 CR 2054 Alachua 0.99 0.55 4 D S 20,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1346.0 US 441 CR 2054 CR 237 Alachua 3.65 3.61 4 D S 20,000 3 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

1348.0 US 441 CR 237 GMA Boundary Alachua 2.66 2.31 4 D S I 22,000 4 65 16.0 4.0 4.5 Y S n/a n/a 

34.0 US 4411W 13th Street SR 26/Umversity Avenue NW 5th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.25 4 S S 32,750 4 35 14.5 3.5 C n/a n/a 

58.0 US 4411W 13th Street NW 5th Avenue NW 8th Avenue Alachua 0.24 0.26 4 S S 32,750 4 35 14.5 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

61.0 US 4411VV 13th Street Diamond Rd. Radiol Museum Road Alachua 0.09 0.08 4 U S 39,000 4 30 14.5 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

73.0 US 4411VV 13th Street NW 31st Avenue SR "l22l N39th Avenue Alachua 0.53 0.55 4 D S 23,750 4 45 18.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 2.87 C 

84.0 US 4411VV 13th Street Radiol Museum Road S 4th Avenue Alachua 0.23 0.26 4 S S 39,000 4 30 14.5 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

102.0 US 4411VV 13th Street S 4th Avenue S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.12 4 U S 39,000 4 30 26.0 9.0 100.0 100.0 3.5 C 4.06 0 

102.5 US 4411VV 13th Street S 4th Avenue S 2nd Avenue Alachua 0.13 0.12 4 U S 39,000 4 30 14.0 0.0 3.5 C n/a n/a 

103.0 US 4411VV 13th Street S 2nd Avenue SR 26/Unlversity Avenue Alachua 0.12 0.13 4 S S 39,000 4 30 14.5 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

137.0 US 4411VV 13th Street NW 8th Avenue NW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.52 4 S S 32,750 4 35 14.5 3.5 N C n/a n/a 

181.0 US 4411VV 13th Street NW 16th Avenue NW 23rd Avenue Alachua 0.52 0.55 4 S S 32,750 4 35 14.5 3.0 N C n/a n/a 

191.0 US 4411VV 13th Street NW 23rd Avenue NW31stAvenuei Alachua 0.45 0.43 4 D S 32,750 4 35 18.0 5.0 4.0 Y C 2.80 C 

246.0 US 4411VV 13th Street SR 2221 N39th Avenue SR 201 NW 6th Street Alachua 0.74 0.77 4 D S 23,750 4 45 18.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 Y C 2.87 C 

260.0 US 4411VV 13th Street SR 201 NW 6th Street N 53rd Avenue Alachua 0.40 0.36 4 D S 23,750 4 45 16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 Y S 3.85 D 

265,0 US 4411VV 13th Street Rocky Pomt Road SR 331IWUiston Road Alachua 1.55 1.57 4 D S 110,900 4 55 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.27 C 

291.0 US 4411VV 13th Street N 53rd Avenue SR 1211W 34th Street Alachua 0.83 0.91 
1 

4 D S 23,750 4 45 16.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 Y S 3.85 D 

297.0 US 4411VV 13th Street SR 226/SW 16th Avenue SR 24/Archer Road Alachua 0.37 0.39 4 U S 23,500 4 35 180
1 

5.0 3.5 Y C 2.78 C 

314.0 US 4411VV 13th Street SR 1211VV 34th Street NW 23rd Street Alachua 0,61 0.50 4 D S 23,750 5 55 16.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 Y S 3.80 0 

316.0 US 4411VV 13th Street SW 14th Drive SR 2261SW 16th Avenue Alachua 0.25 0.20 4 D S 23,500 4 45 18.01 5.0 3.5 Y C 3.02 C 
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Table 1 "Existing Bicycling Conditions" Alphabetically Sorted 

BLOS I Class Traffic TrI<. Post. of Occu.OSP Pavement Cross Bicycle 

F_Se!Lld Street From To Name Length Len. Lanes (L) State or Vol. Pct Spd. Pavement (OSPAl Condition Bike Sec. OOS 
(miles) (L,) Th Can. Non-5tate (AOn (HVI (SPp) (W,) (W,) (Wp,) N/EB SIWB (PC,) (PC,) Lane? ~ Score Grade 

(Mil # (vpd) (%) mph (ftl (ftl (ftl (%) (%j (1 .. 5) (1 .. 5) (YIN) (A .. F) 

422.0 US 4411W 13th Street Archer Rd Diamond Road Alachua 0.12 0.10 4 S S 23,500 4 30 15.0 4.0 3.5 Y C 3.45 C 

423.0 US 441JW 13th Street SW14th Drive SR 3311Williston Alachua 1.25 1.30 4 D S 23,500 4 45 16.0 4.0 4.0 Y S 3.51 D 

1807.0 West BId 10th Avenue NE 5th Avenue NE Alachua 0.39 0.57 2 U NS 4,000 2 25 12.0 3.5 N C 3.40 C 

1632.0 Windmeadows Blvd 34th Street SW 37th Blvd SW Alachua 0.52 0.74 2 D NS 3,355 2 35 18.0 6.0 3.0 Y I C 1.67 B 

1628.0 Woodlawn Street Stadium Drive Radjo~Museum Road Alachua 0.24 0.27 2 U NS 1,000 2 20 10.0 3.5 N I S 1.12 A 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Regional Greenways & Trails Plan serves as a “greenprint” for the expansion of the 

greenways network in the First Coast Metropolitan Planning Organization (First Coast 

MPO) region.  The Plan, while produced as a stand-alone document, coincides with the 

development of the First Coast MPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan.  The 

geographic scope for the Plan covers the planning jurisdiction of the First Coast MPO, 

which includes all of Duval County, as well as portions of Clay County, Nassau County, 

and St. Johns County.  The Plan was developed based on a series of goals and 

objectives which were defined early in the planning process and are contained within 

the Plan. 

 

The First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan was heavily guided by the 

citizens of the region, both through the Greenways Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) 

and two rounds of public workshops held at geographically dispersed locations.  In fact, 

the Ranked Needs List (contained as an appendix) includes each and every potential 

greenway corridor identified by the public at the workshops held in April 2005.  Once 

these corridors were identified, they were prioritized based on a host of factors, 

including the following: 

• Number of “votes” received at the workshops; 

• Prior inclusion in adopted County greenways plans; 

• Proximity to attractors such as parks, schools, and transit routes; 

• Population of the surrounding area; 

• Relationship to the existing regional greenways network; and 

• Amount of publicly owned land adjacent to the corridor. 

 

The result is a list of nearly 300 unique potential greenways corridors, prioritized based 

on their likely benefit to the region.  In addition, this Plan includes a detailed preliminary 

evaluation of several of the highest priority corridors.  These evaluations discuss the 

existing nonmotorized transportation conditions found in the particular corridor, 

opportunities and constraints regarding the construction of a greenway, and the 
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greenway facility type(s)1 appropriate for the specific routes.  In the future, 

other corridors contained in the Ranked Needs List can be evaluated in the same 

manner. 

 

The Plan concludes with an extensive list of potential sources available for the 

acquisition of funding for greenways facilities and programs in the First Coast region.  

                                                           
1 The Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Office of Greenways & Trails defines and 
describes greenways as follows: "A Greenway is a corridor of protected open space that is managed for 
conservation and/or recreation. The common characteristic of greenways is that they all go somewhere. 
Greenways follow natural land or water features, like ridges or rivers, or human landscape features like 
abandoned railroad corridors or canals. They link natural reserves, parks, cultural and historic sites with 
each other and, in some cases, with populated areas. Greenways not only protect environmentally 
sensitive lands and wildlife, but also can provide people with access to outdoor recreation and enjoyment 
close to home." 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 

Comprehensive public involvement helps create a vision, build consensus, and promote 

a sense of community ownership of the First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails 

Plan.  As stated in the First Coast MPO Public Involvement Plan, “…it is the goal of the 

members of the MPO to provide a cooperative transportation planning process which 

empowers citizens to voice their ideas and opinions to help guide decision makers in 

shaping the future of this rapidly developing area.”2  To that end, this public involvement 

plan was used to involve, inform, and educate interested persons; to solicit their input; 

and to ensure that their comments were considered and integrated into the Plan where 

appropriate.  This proposed public involvement plan identifies the specific public 

involvement procedures used throughout the project, including public outreach 

procedures, meeting formats, presentations to the MPO and its advisory committees, 

and the utilization of feedback and comments throughout the project.   

 

Greenways Plan Advisory Committee 

The first step in the public involvement component was the establishment of an advisory 

committee.  The First Coast MPO assembled a Greenways Plan Advisory Committee 

(GPAC) to review the products of this project and make recommendations to the MPO 

Project Manager and Consultant.  The advisory committee consisted of members of the 

Bicycle / Pedestrian Advisory Committee, the Citizens Advisory Committee, the 

Technical Coordinating Committee, Parks and Recreation Departments, Planning 

Departments, Health Departments, Bicycle and Walking Clubs, Environmental Groups, 

and the Florida Department of Transportation. Interim reports and work products were 

presented to the GPAC at several key points in the project, and feedback from the 

committee was solicited and incorporated into the effort. 

 

                                                           
2 First Coast Metropolitan Planning Organization Public Involvement Plan, March 28, 2001, p. 1. 
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Public Outreach Procedures 

The second step in the public involvement component was the development of a public 

involvement program.  This included conducting a series of public workshops and 

soliciting additional public input through surveys. 

A five-step approach to public involvement that was used during the Plan development 

is described below.   

1. The first step is the identification of groups that will be significantly affected by 

(and ultimately benefit from) improvements to the greenways network within the 

First Coast MPO area, and the subsequent outreach to these groups.  This step 

forms the basis of the public involvement campaign – successful outreach can be 

the beginning of truly effective participation.  In particular, the following groups 

were specifically targeted because of their potential interest in this project: 

• Parents of school-aged children 

• Persons with disabilities 

• Minority and low income residents 

• Schools and educational centers 

• Bicycling Clubs  

• Law Enforcement 

• General Public 

2. Second in the process is invitation / accommodation.  Once they are aware of the 

project, potential participants must be given every opportunity to be a part of the 

process.  Convenient times and locations of public workshops are critical to the 

success of this step. 

3. Participation is most effective when citizens are able to provide clear and 

effective feedback.  Opinions should be solicited in a manner that supports their 

easy inclusion into the planning process.  This benefits both the consultants, who 

gain valuable insights, and members of the public, who can understand exactly 

what will come of their time invested in the planning process. 
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FIGURE 1  Public Workshops  

4. If residents can see tangibly that their opinions matter and will likely be 

used to bring about change, they will continue in the process and stay involved in 

its future.  Bringing the draft Needs and Implementation Plans back to them for 

their confirmation sends a powerful message to the MPO Board that the Plan has 

the backing of their constituents.   

5. Perhaps the most important component is the recruiting of champions and 

community supporters for the Plan.  By identifying and seeking out business and 

community leaders who are avid bicyclists and/or walkers, or simply interested in 

improving the quality of life in the First Coast MPO area, and helping them catch 

the vision, new and powerful support for funding and implementing the Plan will 

be created. 

 
Public Workshops 

A series of public workshops (Figure 1) for all 

residents of the First Coast MPO area formed the 

heart of the public involvement process.  Twelve 

Public Workshops were used to specifically inform 

the public about the First Coast MPO Regional 

Greenways & Trails Plan and obtain their input into 

the Plan.  Two rounds of workshops were held, the 

details of which are discussed later in this 

document: 

1. First public workshops – seven workshops held during initial Plan development; 

and  

2. Second public workshops – five workshops held after priority corridors were 

identified. 
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FIGURE 2  User Survey 

Surveys 

Additional input was solicited in the form of user surveys (Figure 2).  The surveys were 

developed by the Consultant in consultation with the GPAC.  These surveys were 

distributed by the following methods: 

1. Mail-back surveys – Distributed at the public workshops; and 

2. Email survey on website – An electronic version of the mail-back survey which 

people could either email or mail back to the First Coast MPO Staff. 

 

Survey respondents were asked to identify corridors that should be in the Plan and to 

rank the importance of the draft goals and objectives.  Demographic information and 

non-motorized transportation use, needs, and habits were also requested.  

Respondents were also able to provide written comments at the end of the survey.  

  

Website 

In addition to the above public outreach 

efforts, public workshop schedules and 

materials were continuously available to 

the public on the Plan-specific website 

(http://www.firstcoastgreenways.com).  

The website also contained information 

about the Plan development process.  In 

addition, citizens were able to provide 

their input by completing an email survey 

on the website (see previous section).  At 

any time during the Plan development 

process, citizens were able to ask 

questions and voice their opinions by 

sending email to First Coast MPO Staff.  
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES 

Goals and objectives are an integral part of any transportation plan because they 

provide direction, or focus, to the community’s vision.  For the First Coast MPO 

Regional Greenways & Trails Plan, the goals and objectives were a direct result of 

community and GPAC input. 

Definitions 

Goal – A “Goal” is the long-term end toward which programs or activities are ultimately 

directed.  It broadly addresses a desired outcome that supports the Plan vision. 

Objective – An “Objective” is a specific, measurable, intermediate end that is 

achievable and allows measurement of progress toward a goal. 

Goal 1: 

Create a connected network of greenways within the First Coast MPO area. 

Objective 1.1: Provide at least 10 trail-to-trail connections (intersections or extensions) 

by 2030. 

Objective 1.2: Provide trail access to at least 25% of identified parkland by 2030. 

Objective 1.3: Ensure that each trail has at least one professionally designed 

connection with the on-road bicycle network. 

Objective 1.4: Establish a prioritized ranking of potential key connections, including 

those trails separated by waterways and limited access highways. 

Goal 2: 

Expand the First Coast MPO greenway system in a cost- and time-efficient manner. 

Objective 2.1: Double the mileage of existing greenways by 2030. 
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FIGURE 3  Recreational 
Bicyclist in Nassau County 

Objective 2.2: Acquire 50 miles of potential greenway corridor lands owned by 

MPO jurisdictions by 2030. 

Objective 2.3: Acquire 100 miles of potential greenway corridor quasi-public lands, 

including easements. 

Objective 2.4: Approve and endorse an implementation plan that optimizes 

infrastructure investments to gain the maximum network growth with minimum time 

expenditure. 

Goal 3:  

Make use of existing rights-of-way and coordinate the development of the Plan with 

other related efforts by cities and counties within the First Coast MPO. 

RELATIONSHIP TO BROADER COMMUNITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Implementing the First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan will not only 

enable the First Coast MPO area to achieve the goals and objectives of the bicycling 

and walking environment; it will also help attain broader goals and objectives in public 

health, air quality, and natural resources.                

For example, enhancing the bicycling and walking environment within the First Coast 

MPO area through the expansion of the greenway network will promote greater 

bicycling and walking activity, thereby encouraging 

increases in physical activity, which in turn reduces 

obesity.  According to the Centers for Disease Control 

(CDC) and Prevention, National Center for Chronic 

Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, one of the 

national health objectives for the year 2010 is to reduce 

the prevalence of obesity among adults to less than 15%.  

Another national initiative, Healthy People 2010 (Office of 



First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan  
Page 9 of 56 

   

Disease Prevention and Health Promotion U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services), seeks to increase the quality and years of healthy life.  

Increasing bicycling and walking activity within the First Coast MPO area for commuting 

and other trips reduces vehicle trips thus reducing harmful motor vehicle emissions, 

including volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), thereby 

improving air quality.   

The creation of greenways within the First Coast MPO area will preserve important 

natural resources, link natural habitats, and present opportunities for protecting plant 

and animal species.  The development of greenways supports various objectives of 

natural resource conservation efforts at regional, state, and federal levels.  

IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLIC AND QUASI-PUBLIC LANDS 

To assist with the establishment of the Plan’s “Greenprint,” and to maintain the spirit of 

Goal 3 of the Plan, an exhaustive effort to identify and map all publicly-owned lands 

within the First Coast MPO planning area was undertaken.  Because one of the major 

obstacles in the implementation of new greenways involves land acquisition, it is 

naturally easier to use land that is owned by public or quasi-public agencies (i.e. the 

Federal government, the state of Florida and Florida DOT, counties, cities, the St. Johns 

River Water Management District, and power companies).  As such, consolidated 

requests for Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data regarding land ownership were 

made to all four counties in the First Coast MPO area.   

Once received, these data were used to create county-by-county maps (Figures 4-7 on 

the following page) showing all of the publicly owned land.  The maps were used as a 

visual aid to participants at the public workshops and as a significant component of the 

prioritization methodology.  

FIRST PUBLIC WORKSHOPS  

The first public workshops were held in April 2005 at geographically diverse locations 

around the First Coast MPO area.  Specifically, the following sites were used: 
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 • Pablo Creek Regional Library 

 • Nassau County FCCJ Campus 

 • Bartram Trail High School 

 • Cecil Community Center 

 • St. Johns Agricultural Center 

 • Clay County Main Public Library 

 • Gateway Shopping Center 

 

 

  
FIGURES 4-7  County Public Lands Maps 
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FIGURE 8  Needs Identification Station

These workshops allowed citizens to understand the Plan’s development 

process, review the Draft Goals and Objectives, see the Public Lands Maps, and 

identify corridors to be evaluated for the Greenways Plan.  These workshops consisted 

of the following stations: 

1. Welcome & Registration – At this station, workshop staff welcomed participants 

and asked them to sign in.  Participants were asked to provide contact 

information if they wished to be informed of future workshops. Additionally, the 

workshop staff explained the purpose and format of the workshop. 

2. Draft Goals and Objectives – This station presented the Draft Goals and 

Objectives for the Greenways Plan, and consisted of a continuously running 

PowerPoint presentation containing the goals and objectives, as well as various 

greenway facility types and definitions. 

3. Public Lands Maps – The maps developed above, divided into the four counties, 

were displayed at this station and used to solicit feedback and additional 

opportunities not yet identified. 

4. Needs Identification – At this station 

(Figure 8) participants identified corridors 

they felt should be evaluated within the 

Greenways Plan.  These included both 

straight origin-destination lines and 

specific routes between points.   

Participants were given a series of nine 

scaled maps of sub-areas of the First 

Coast MPO to mark up (an example is 

shown in Figure 9).  They were also given 

colored tape and instructed that they could indicate up to twenty miles of 

greenway facilities.  Larger-scale parcel maps and commercial road maps were 

on hand to address specific questions concerning land ownership and locations.  

The stations were placed around a large room so that participants could visit at their 

leisure.  The stations were staffed by a combination of Consultant staff, First Coast 
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MPO staff, and GPAC members.  The individual topic station format is perfect 

for gaining public input because it provides a good understanding of the Plan, creates 

flexibility for time-constrained participants, and allows everyone to have a say in 

informal, small group settings.  Team members at each station explained the topic 

information and answered questions.   

FIGURE 9  Public Workshop Mark-Up Map 

More than 100 citizens attended this first round of public workshops.  The marked-up 

maps from Station #4 were reviewed by the Consultant and the data contained therein 

were reduced.  In total, participants identified (“voted” for) nearly 300 distinct segments 

of greenway.  These public-identified segments were used as the basis for the 

subsequent prioritization and evaluation of corridors, and all are included in the final 

Plan. 
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RANKING CRITERIA AND PRIORITIZATION METHODOLOGY 

As part of the development of the Plan, an initial prioritization was performed on all 

potential greenway segments identified by the public in the first round of public 

workshops or by previously established county efforts. The prioritization evaluation of 

this potential greenways network is based on several ranking criteria. The following 

ranking criteria were proposed and endorsed by the GPAC:  

• Proximity to Parks; 

• Proximity to Schools; 

• Encumbrances (Public Lands along Route); 

• Proximity to Existing Fixed-Transit Routes; 

• Connectivity to the Existing Off-Street Greenways Network; 

• Residential Density of the Surrounding Area; and 

• Classification as a “regional” greenway.3 

 

This ranking procedure was carried out primarily within a GIS environment.  Each 

potential segment was evaluated for each criterion with an established point rating 

system. The incorporated rating system for each of the respective criteria is shown in 

Table 1 on the following page. 

                                                           
3 For the purposes of this study, a proposed greenway is classified as “regional” if it meets any of the 
following criteria: 1) is at least six miles in length, 2) crosses county lines, 3) connects to an existing multi-
modal facility (bus terminals, park & ride lots, etc.), 4) connects two or more city centers, 5) extends any 
other existing regional greenway along the same general alignment, or 6) has already been identified by a 
local jurisdiction as “regional.” 
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TABLE 1 Prioritization Rating System 

Criterion Rating System 

3 points if within one-half mile of a school 

2 points if within one mile of a school  
Schools Proximity 

1 point if within two miles of a school 

  

5 points if within one-half mile of a regional park 

4 points if within one mile of a regional park or one-half mile of a 
community park 

3 points if within two miles of a regional park, one mile of a 
community park, or one-half mile of a neighborhood park 

2 points if within two miles of a community park or one mile of a 
neighborhood park 

Parks Proximity 

1 point if within two miles of a neighborhood park 
  
Encumbrances 5 points * % of route passing through public lands 
  

4 points if coincident with a designated premium route 

3 points if intersecting a designated premium route 

2 points if coincident with any other route 
Transit Proximity 

1 point if intersecting any other route 

  

Off-Street Connectivity  5 points if the segment either connects two existing/committed 
greenways or is an extension of an existing/committed greenway 

  
Residential Density population per square mile of land area/1000 
  
Regional Status 5 points if classified as “regional” 
 

Respective weights of each of these criteria were determined and refined based on 

input by First Coast MPO staff and the GPAC. These weightings are as follows:  

 



First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan  
Page 15 of 56 

   

Priority Score = (0.25 * Encumbrances) + (0.2 * Proximity to Schools) + (0.2 * 

Proximity to Parks) + (0.1 * Residential Density) + (0.1 * Off-Street Network 

Connectivity) + (0.1 * Regional Classification) + (0.05 * Proximity to Transit Routes) 

 

Following this initial prioritization, the results were combined with the workshops/county 

plans results (workshop votes = 1 point, identified by an ad hoc committee = 3 points, 

identified in an approved County plan = 5 points) to create a final score for each 

corridor. The prioritization results and the public input results each constitute fifty 

percent of the final score.  The variable scores and final ranking for each identified 

corridor are contained in the Ranked Needs List, contained in Appendices A (overall list) 

and B (separated by county).  

 
FIELD EVALUATION OF HIGHEST PRIORITY CORRIDORS 

The evaluation effort yielded prioritization scores for nearly 300 potential corridor 

segments that constitute the Needs Plan.  Maps and tables demonstrating the twenty-

five highest segments were presented to First Coast MPO staff and the GPAC, and to 

the public at the second round of public workshops (Table 2 and Figure 10, October 

2005).  These five workshops were held at 1) the St. Johns County Commission 

Building, 2) the Nassau County FCCJ Campus, 3) the South Mandarin Regional Library, 

4) Orange Park Town Hall, and 5) the First Coast MPO office.  Based on comments 

received from these groups, some segments were either eliminated (previously 

committed projects) or combined because they form logical longer segments.  Still 

others were eliminated because a preliminary review revealed general infeasibility for 

the development of a greenway in the area of interest.  Additionally, the list was 

examined to ensure equitability among the jurisdictions of the First Coast MPO.  It is 

important to note that the segments, while generally following existing roadways, were 

viewed and evaluated as wider corridors with indefinite routes.  

 

A total of nine corridors (shaded in Table 2) were selected from the list to receive full 

field evaluations.  Specifically, parcel maps and aerial photographs were examined, 
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followed by Consultant staff making a field review.  During these field reviews, 

many aspects of the greenways planning process were examined, including the existing 

level of non-motorized accommodation, right-of-way constraints, land ownership, and 

appropriate facility types (or combinations thereof).  The second part of this Plan 

contains a more detailed evaluation of each of the reviewed corridors and the 

opportunities and constraints of each. 

 
TABLE 2 Highest Priority Corridors 
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FIGURE 10  Highest Priority Corridors 
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LIST OF DETAILED CORRIDOR EVALUATIONS 

• Eastern Terminus of Existing Jacksonville-Baldwin Rail Trail to Downtown 

Jacksonville  

• Southern Terminus of Existing Black Creek Trail to Green Cove Springs 

• SR A1A through Nassau County from Duval County Line to Fort Clinch State 

Park 

• SR A1A through Duval County from St. Johns County Line to Mayport 

• SR A1A through St. Johns County from the Duval County line to Mickler’s 

Landing 

• SR A1A through St. Johns County from Mickler’s Landing to Vilano Beach 

• SR A1A through St. Augustine from Vilano Beach to St. Augustine Beach 

• SR A1A through St. Johns County from south of St. Augustine Beach to SR 206 

• Corridor connecting the Springfield Neighborhood to Downtown Jacksonville and 

the St. John’s River 

 

 

 



First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan  
Page 19 of 56 

   

FIGURE 11  Segment 3 

EASTERN TERMINUS OF EXISTING JACKSONVILLE-BALDWIN RAIL 
TRAIL TO DOWNTOWN JACKSONVILLE (identified as Segment 3 in Figure 10) 

The Jacksonville – Baldwin Rail Trail is a high quality shared use path and a destination 

for many bicyclists, pedestrians, skaters and equestrians. Currently the eastern access 

point for the trail is a trailhead on Imeson Road, 0.4 miles north of Commonwealth 

Boulevard. The objective of this evaluation was to determine a method for bicyclists to 

access the trail from downtown Jacksonville. This effort will be discussed as it was 

performed, from west to east (Figure 11).   

 

Trailhead to I-295 (3.1)  

The first major barrier along this corridor is I-295.  The most feasible method for 

crossing I-295 appears to be a shared use path along the west side of Imeson Road 

and then the south side of Commonwealth Boulevard.  
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FIGURE 12  Imeson Road 

Imeson Road (Figure 12) is a 

non-curb and gutter roadway with shoulders 

sloping down to swales and then back up to 

the right-of-way line on both sides of the 

roadway. The area adjacent to the right-of-

way on the west side of Imeson Road 

appears to be high enough upon which to 

build a trail (Figure 13).  From field observations, it appears 

only minor re-grading (Figure 14) or a small retaining wall (Figure 15) would be required 

to place a shared use path at this location. Schematic cross sections are provided 

below and on the following page.   

Roadway Varies

Path

10’ min.

2% Existing 
Grade

2’

Minimal
Grading

Note: Not to Scale

FIGURE 14  Minimal Re-grading Cross Section 

At 
Grade
Path

2’Roadway Varies
Path
10’ min.

2%

Note: Not to Scale

Possible
Clearing & Grubbing

FIGURE 13  Shared-Use Trail Cross Section 
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Roadway Varies

Sidewalk
10’ min.
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Note: Not to Scale

Concrete 
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Aluminum
Handrail

Retaining
Wall

FIGURE 15  Retaining Wall Cross Section 

FIGURE 16  Commonwealth Boulevard 

 

 

 

 

Commonwealth Boulevard is a curb and 

gutter roadway that appears to have 

adequate right-of-way available on the 

south side to widen the existing 

sidewalk (Figure 16) into a 10 foot 

shared use path (Figure 17). 

Additionally, there is room through the 

Commonwealth Boulevard / I-295 

interchange to continue the pathway all 

the way to Suemac Road (approximately 0.9 miles east of Imeson Road).   

 

The expansion of the existing sidewalk to a pathway, and connecting it to the trailhead 

on Imeson Road, will involve crossing three major intersections: Commonwealth 

Boulevard at Imeson Road, Pickettville Road at Commonwealth Boulevard, and the I-

295 interchange. Specific treatments which could be applied at these roadway 

crossings are described below. 
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Varies

FIGURE 17 Widen Existing Sidewalk Cross Section 

FIGURE 18  Enhanced Treatments at Imeson Road/Commonwealth Boulevard 

 

 

Crossing Commonwealth Boulevard at Imeson Road is complicated by the lack of a 

signal at this intersection. Simply installing a crosswalk would not be appropriate as the 

speeds and volumes along Commonwealth Boulevard, coupled with a lack of consistent 

pathway traffic, would lead to a reduced likelihood of motorist yielding to pathway users. 

Consequently, some enhanced crossing treatment is recommended (Figure 18).  

 



First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan  
Page 23 of 56 

   

Passively activated (no-push buttons) real-time flashing advance warning 

signs should be used to inform motorists that a pathway user is preparing to cross or is 

crossing right now. YIELD HERE TO PED (R1-5) signs placed adjacent to advance 

yield markings would supplement the advance flashers. This configuration is shown 

above. 

 

The proposed path would cross the south approach of the 

signalized intersection at Pickettville Road and Commonwealth 

Boulevard. As this intersection is already signalized, additional 

recommended treatments are minimal. Specifically, YIELD TO 

PEDS blank out signs could be added for the right and left turn 

approaches on Commonwealth Boulevard conflicting with the 

southern crosswalk, and NO TURN ON RED blank out sign on 

the south approach. These signs (Figure 19) would show no 

display until the pedestrian button on the shared path is 

pressed.  

 

Minor modifications are proposed for the Commonwealth 

Boulevard / I-295 interchange. Ideally, the pathway crossing of 

the eastbound to southbound ramp would be moved to near the 

center of the radius for the on ramp, allowing it to be signed and 

marked much like the crossing at Imeson Road. Unfortunately, 

pedestrians and cyclists are not very tolerant of detours and 

would most likely travel straight across the ramp as it is currently 

constructed.  The current configuration of the sidewalk through 

the intersection, and the associated crosswalk markings, should 

adequately serve the needs of pathway users. However, to alert 

motorists of the presence of the pathway, a sign similar to the one shown at left could 

be used. (The use of this sign would require the approval of a request to experiment by 

FHWA.)  

 

FIGURE 19  Example 
Traffic Control 
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I-295 to McCoy Creek (3.2)  
This section of the route, from I-295 to just east of McDuff Avenue (Figure 20), is the 

most difficult through which to accommodate 

bicyclists. This area is primarily industrial in 

nature. The most likely roadways to use to 

complete this corridor are on the north side of 

Commonwealth Boulevard. While several of 

the roadways through this area could 

accommodate bicyclists if specific treatments 

were installed along the roadways, such 

treatments may be infeasible because of the 

nature of the area. These treatments include 

speed cushions (which would be traversable 

by trucks) and mini-circles (which could 

prevent truck through traffic). Coupled with 

bike route and destination signage, these 

treatments could allow for the development of 

a bicycle boulevard through this area. It is 

unlikely, however, that these treatments would 

meet the approval of the local industrial and 

truck dependent businesses.  For the same reasons, it would be difficult to divert truck 

traffic southward to Commonwealth Boulevard and use a low-volume facility such as 1st 

Street to continue the corridor to McDuff Avenue. 

 

McCoy Creek to the Riverwalk (3.3)  

This section of the corridor extends from just east of McDuff Avenue at Commonwealth 

Boulevard to I-95 at Forest Street.  This segment could largely be constructed along 

McCoy Creek.  

 

Much of the land adjacent to McCoy Creek (Figure 22) is publicly owned. However, 

there is a gap on both the north and south sides of Beaver Street.  This gap could be 

FIGURE 21  Speed Cushions 

FIGURE 20  Cyclist near Commonwealth  
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overcome by using the existing roadways to make the connection across 

Beaver Street.  The public property ownership adjacent to McCoy Creek continues to 

Osceola Street, where CSX owns two parcels (approximately 1.3 total acres) between 

the creek and Forest Street.  Avoiding this parcel 

to the north may be an option with a boardwalk; 

alternatively, purchasing this isolated property 

from CSX may be possible.  The McCoy Creek 

corridor would provide a connection from 

Commonwealth Boulevard to I-95 at Forest Street. 

Forest Street is currently being reconstructed with 

wide sidewalks/sidepaths to connect to the 

facilities at the Riverwalk in the downtown area.  
FIGURE 22  McCoy Creek 
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SOUTHERN TERMINUS OF EXISTING BLACK 
CREEK TRAIL TO GREEN COVE SPRINGS 

(identified as Segment 2 in Figure 10) 

 

This corridor evaluation sought to determine how 

to connect the southern terminus of the Black 

Creek Trail along US 17 to Green Cove Springs 

(Figure 23). There are two primary barriers to 

making this connection - Black Creek and 

Governors Creek. Both of these creeks are 

spanned by bridges along US 17.   

 

The Black Creek Bridge is actually a pair of two-

lane bridges with wide outside shoulders. 

Unfortunately, these shoulders cannot be used to provide a two-way shared use path 

across the river. Using these shoulders for a two-way bike path would place contra-flow 

bicycle traffic immediately adjacent to motor vehicle traffic on US 17 and require 

bicyclists (and motorists) to operate contrary to the rules of the roadway. Additionally, 

this would be a very uncomfortable place for bicyclists to ride.  

 

To cross Black Creek at this location, the US 17 

bridge (Figure 24) would have to be analyzed to 

determine if a cantilever structure could be added to 

provide for a shared use path adjacent to the 

roadway. It is recommended to pursue this option to 

see how this could be done and how much it would 

cost. 

 

 

 

FIGURE 24  Black Creek Bridge 

Black Creek

Governors Creek

FIGURE 23  Segment 2 
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A similar problem exists at Governors 

Creek (Figure 25) where there are very narrow 

sidewalks across the US 17 bridge.  The wider of 

these two sidewalks is on the east side of the bridge, 

which suggests that perhaps this would be the easier 

side of the bridge to widen. Also, since Green Cove 

Spring Park is located along this east side of US 17, it 

may be desirable to have the path enter the city on 

this side of the roadway.  

 

US 17 from the Black Creek Trailhead to Governors Creek is located within a wide right-

of-way. It is likely that the shared use path could be located inside this right-of-way with 

grading, retaining walls, or, if necessary, boardwalks.  Crossing US 17 from the west 

side of the highway to the east side (for the reasons discussed above) is recommended 

at the existing signalized intersection with Harbor Road, located approximately 0.3 miles 

north of the bridge.  This would involve the upgrade of the existing pedestrian crossing 

on the south side of the intersection to a full shared-use path crossing using treatments 

similar to those recommended for Commonwealth Boulevard at Imeson Road in the 

previous section.   

FIGURE 25  Governors Creek 
Bridge 
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existing 
greenway 

Segment 7 

Segment 11 

FIGURE 26   
Segments 7 and 11 

SR A1A THROUGH NASSAU COUNTY FROM DUVAL COUNTY LINE TO 
FORT CLINCH STATE PARK (identified as Segments 11 and 7 in Figure 10) 

 

Maps for SR A1A in southern Nassau County (Segment 11, 

Figure 26) show a significant amount of right-of-way 

available along the west side of the roadway. This wide 

right-of-way is available from the Nassau River to just north 

of (about 750 feet) Amelia Island Parkway. As with the 

previous sections, it appears a shared use path would fit 

within this right-of-way with minimal grading and reshaping 

of the shoulders. Clearing and grubbing would be required 

for much of this section of the A1A corridor. 

 

Amelia Island Parkway is a two lane roadway with no paved 

shoulders. It does have a sidewalk along it which is used by 

many casual cyclists. This sidewalk continues along A1A to 

the north, then along Van Dyke Road (Peters Point Road) to 

the Peters Point Park beach access. The sidewalk is an 

attractive facility winding through trees and frequently 

separated from the roadway. However, sight distances are 

often limited and there are occasional surface irregularities 

(at seams between concrete sidewalk sections at 

intersections with lip curbs) which could cause problems for 

narrow tired bicycle operators.  

 

While the roadway has no shoulders, several cyclists were 

observed riding on the roadway, and painted route markings 

are evident on the roadway suggesting it has been used for 

organized bike rides (Figure 27). Working with the 

neighborhood, it may be possible to improve the roadway for 
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FIGURE 28  Sample 
Wayfinding Signage 

cycling with the installation of traffic calming treatments.  In addition, 

wayfinding signage (Figure 28) would be appropriate at this location.  

 

 

North of A1A (the beginning of segment 7) Amelia Island 

Parkway continues north with bike lanes. From A1A to 

Sago Drive, just more than a tenth of a mile north of A1A, 

there appears to be adequate space to provide a shared 

use path in the Amelia Island Parkway right-of-way. 

North of Sago Drive, the land on either side of Amelia 

Island Parkway is owned by the Nassau County BOCC 

up to the intersection with the Buccaneer Trail. A shared 

use path could be put along A1A to the Buccaneer Trail 

portion of Amelia Island Parkway.  

 

From this intersection the path would parallel, and be very close to, the roadway. Less 

than 100 feet north of Kings Road there is a small parcel which appears to be publicly 

owned. This parcel could provide access to the Fernandina Beach Golf Club property, 

where a shared use path could skirt the edges of the golf course. The City of 

Fernandina Beach owns land (two parcels) which connects the municipal golf course to 

Simmons Road just west of Seminole Avenue.  

FIGURE 27  Amelia Island Parkway 
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FIGURE 29  Existing Unpaved Greenway 

 

From this point on Simmons Road, right of way is again sufficient for installation of a 

shared use path along a series of facilities to reach Sadler Road to the north.  This route 

follows Simmons Road for one-quarter mile to Will Hardee Road, then follows Will 

Hardee Road all the way to Sadler Road (approximately 1.2 miles).  On the north side of 

Sadler road, another 0.4 miles east of Will Hardee Road, is a small parcel owned by the 

City of Fernandina Beach.  This parcel is 

significant because it connects to a larger 

piece of City-owned marsh land that extends 

two miles northward to Atlantic Avenue (SR 

A1A).  This piece of land contains an existing 

unpaved greenway for much of its length.  The 

existing greenway (Figure 29) could be given a 

paved surface consisting of permeable 

materials.   

 

The entrance to Fort Clinch State Park is approximately one-quarter mile east of this 

point along A1A.  This segment of A1A has an existing sidewalk on the north side of the 

roadway and abundant right of way to expand the sidewalk into a shared use path.  By 

reaching the State Park, this segment has reached its completion. 
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FIGURE 30  
Segment 14

SR A1A THROUGH DUVAL COUNTY FROM ST. JOHNS COUNTY LINE 
TO MAYPORT (identified as Segment 14 in Figure 10) 

 

The majority of SR A1A from St. Johns County to Mayport (Figure 30) is within a very 

constrained right-of-way. However, much of this corridor has a complete grid network 

which would facilitate the implementation of a bike boulevard type of solution through 

Jacksonville Beach, Neptune Beach, and much of Atlantic Beach. A description of 

specific corridor segments follows. 

 

A sidepath is present along the west side of A1A from the St. Johns County line to J. 

Turner Butler Boulevard. This sidepath should be continued to 36th Avenue South where 

it should cross A1A. There is currently a sidewalk along A1A at this location; it would 

have to be widened to 10 feet. The intersections of A1A with 37th and 36th Avenue 

South will need to be improved to accommodate the pathway.  

 

From the A1A and 36th Avenue South intersection northward there is 

no room to provide a shared use path along A1A. However, from 36th 

Ave South in Jacksonville Beach to 20th Street in northern Atlantic 

Beach there is an excellent opportunity to provide a bicycle boulevard 

treatment parallel to A1A. In south Jacksonville Beach the bike 

boulevard would be made up of two roadways – the existing 

southbound bike lane on 1st Street South and a northbound facility on 

2nd Street South. There is not room to add bike lanes to 2nd Street 

South; consequently, other treatments must be considered. Potential 

treatments to make bicyclists more comfortable along 2nd Street South 

include traffic calming (from low impact speed cushions, to chicanes, to 

mini-circles at intersections) and possibly the proposed shared lane 

symbol described above. The paired roadway approach would 

continue to 25th Avenue South, where the southbound facility would 

shift from 2nd to 1st Street South.  
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1st Street South is a relatively low speed street with existing bike lanes on both sides of 

the roadway. North of Beach Boulevard to Atlantic Boulevard there are frequent 

treatments such as contrasting intersections and traffic diverters. The traffic diverters 

are designed to prevent cars traveling in one or both directions from continuing along 1st 

Street while allowing bicyclists to continue through unabated. These treatments could 

be continued for the length of 1st Street from 25th Avenue South in Jacksonville Beach to 

and along Ocean Street in Atlantic Beach to 16th Street. Here the facility would jog to 

Beach Avenue and continue north to 20th Street. At 20th Street the facility would turn 

west and then continue north on Seminole Road. 

 

Seminole Road has a sidewalk along its west side. There appears to be right-of-way to 

expand this sidewalk to a 10 foot path. The existing sidewalk ends at Ocean Breeze 

Drive, one tenth of a mile short of the cul-de-sac of Seminole Road. This cul-de-sac is 

immediately adjacent to a discontinuous roadway within Hanna Park separated from 

Seminole Road by a chain link fence.  

 

This chain link fence may well represent the most challenging link along this corridor. 

There are two entities who will likely object to continuing a bicycle connection into 

Hanna Park – the Hanna Park management and the property owners along Seminole 

Road. The park management will be concerned about potential lost revenue as a result 

of cyclists not paying for access to the park. While a solution to this concern will have to 

include discussions with the park management, such things as a self-serve pay-to-enter 

kiosk with date/color coded hang tags for the bikes may serve as partial solutions.  The 

property owners along Seminole Road are likely to object to the opening due to fears of 

their neighborhood street becoming a de facto parking lot for this new southern access 

to Hanna Park. Solutions for the neighborhood will have to be devised with their input 

and the input of Atlantic Beach law enforcement.  
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FIGURE 32  Existing Wide 
Sidewalk along SR A1A 

SR
 A

1A
 

FIGURE 31  
Segment 6 

SR A1A THROUGH ST. JOHNS COUNTY FROM THE DUVAL COUNTY 
LINE TO MICKLER’S LANDING (identified as Segment 6 in  

Figure 10) 

 

The segment of SR A1A in St. Johns County between the Duval 

County line and the southern terminus of SR 203 at Mickler’s 

Landing (approximately six miles long, Figure 31) has an existing 

sidewalk (Figure 32) along the west side of the highway.  The 

sidewalk is widely separated from the roadway, and it is 

recommended that the ample right-of-way in between be used to 

expand the facility to a 12-foot 

shared use path with 

corresponding improvements.  As 

this is an urbanized area with many 

driveways and cross streets, some 

signage and marking improvements 

would also be needed at 

intersections.   
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Guana 
River S.P. 

FIGURE 33  
Segment 1 

Vilano 
Beach 

 

SR A1A THROUGH ST. JOHNS COUNTY FROM MICKLER’S LANDING TO VILANO 
BEACH (identified as Segment 1 in Figure 10) 

 

The portion of SR A1A through St. Johns County from Mickler’s 

Landing at the north end to the Vilano bridge on the south end (Figure 

33) is the highest ranked corridor in the priority list.  For most of its 

distance, the segment parallels Guana River State Park.  While some 

portions of this segment offer attractive opportunities for greenway 

development, others are seriously constrained. 

 

For approximately one-half mile south of Ponte Vedra Blvd, there is 

an existing sidepath along A1A that ends at Broken Pottery Drive.  

The right-of-way is sufficient to extend this sidepath an additional 1.3 

miles to the south.  At that point, the right-of-way narrows and the 

potential for a greenway facility becomes constrained.  While it may 

be technically feasible for the path to continue through this section, it 

would have to be in very close proximity to the motor vehicle travel lane.  This condition 

is prevalent for approximately one-half mile.  After that point, the right-of-way abuts the 

state park on the west side of A1A.  For the subsequent nine to ten miles, the ideal 

scenario would involve the construction of a greenway at the eastern edge of the state 

park.  Interruptions are minimal, and while the facility would resemble many of the 

shared use path scenarios described above, some portions might involve boardwalks 

(Figure 34) because of the nature of the terrain.  
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FIGURE 34  Boardwalk Path Cross Section 

 

At the southern tip of the state park, greenway development becomes highly infeasible; 

right-of-way is limited, driveways are nearly constant, and public lands are absent.  

While signed bike routes through some of the developments in South Ponte Vedra 

Beach and Vilano Beach may be considered, use of such facilities would most likely be 

negligible.  For this reason, the existing paved shoulder in the roadway is likely the best 

alternative.  Once A1A turns west in Vilano Beach, an existing trail facility is available 

the remaining distance to the Vilano Bridge.    
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SR A1A THROUGH ST. AUGUSTINE FROM VILANO BEACH TO ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH (identified as Segment 4 in Figure 10) 

 

The bridge from Vilano Beach to St. Augustine 

has an existing, separated pathway on its north 

side to bring people into St. Augustine.  After 

that point, however, creation of a greenway 

through St. Augustine (Figure 35) has 

numerous obstacles. Right-of-way along A1A 

is limited, and the Bridge of Lions rehabilitation 

project does not include the provision of any 

shared-use facilities, though some safety 

improvements for pedestrians will be made.  

Furthermore, the roadway network downtown 

and on Anastasia Island is not conducive to a bike boulevard solution – too little right-of-

way and no complete grid network.  While motor vehicle speeds are generally low along 

A1A through the downtown section, congestion is prevalent. While riding on the 

roadway is not too uncomfortable an option for experienced cyclists used to riding in 

traffic, it is not a viable option for most other cyclists.   While a bicycle/pedestrian 

awareness campaign may be beneficial, actual physical improvements are impractical.  

 

The option of bypassing A1A and using US 1 was also evaluated as part of this corridor 

review. Right-of-way appears to be available on the west side of US 1 on the length of 

roadway from West San Carlos Avenue south to Malaga Street. However, Using US 1 is 

also problematic. First, to connect to the bridges, the pathway would have to cross US 1 

twice. Also, just north of Sebastian Avenue there is parking lot encroachment onto the 

right-of-way up to the existing sidewalk. There does not appear to be adequate right-of-

way on the east-west connectors of US 1 and A1A to provide a shared use path. 

FIGURE 35  Segment 4 
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FIGURE 37  SR A1A South of St. Augustine Beach  
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FIGURE 36 Segment 9 

SR A1A THROUGH ST. JOHNS COUNTY FROM SOUTH OF ST. 
AUGUSTINE BEACH TO SR 206 (identified as Segment 9 in Figure 10) 

 

For the northern three miles of this segment (Figure 36), CR A1A 

(A1A Beach) parallels SR A1A. CR A1A has bike lanes along most 

of its length southward from Pope Road. The right-of-way width 

along this section of roadway varies and any width in which one 

could place a trail alternates sides of the existing roadway. This 

would make the construction of a path along this road impractical.  

 

SR A1A (Figure 37) is located inland from A1A Beach. It has 

sidewalks on both sides and appears to have right-of-way available 

on the west side to widen the existing sidewalk to a shared use 

path. The west side sidewalk ends at San Julian Boulevard (one 

mile south of the merge with A1A Beach), however the available 

right-of-way continues.  

 

Just south of San Juilan 

Boulevard at Magnolia 

Avenue, A1A becomes a 

three-lane roadway. This 

would be an appropriate spot 

to cross A1A as the west side 

currently has a sidewalk 

which could be widened to a shared use path.   

 

Just south of the A1A intersection with Micklers Road / Matanzas Avenue, A1A further 

narrows to two lanes. Then at Treasure Beach Road it widens again to three lanes, only 

to narrow once more until it reaches SR 206 in Crescent Beach. There appears to be 
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right-of-way available to widen the existing sidewalk to a sidepath for the 

length of this section.  
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CORRIDOR CONNECTING THE SPRINGFIELD NEIGHBORHOOD TO 
DOWNTOWN JACKSONVILLE AND THE ST. JOHN’S RIVER 

 
The Springfield Neighborhood is an historic community immediately north of Downtown 

Jacksonville. It presents an important opportunity for connection because, despite the 

appearance of several logical routes, there is presently no designated bicycle 

connection from Springfield into Downtown. While a Springfield connection was not as 

high a priority as the other evaluated corridors above, it did rate highly and so was 

added to the evaluation list, after consultation with FCMPO staff, based on its 

perception as a potential high-use connector. As a result, two connecting routes have 

been established. The first leg of either of these connections is an extension of the 

existing trail corridor along Hogan Creek to the intersection of Boulevard Street and 1st 

Avenue; each option will then be described from this common point. The first option 

follows Hogan Street into and through the campus of Florida Community College at 

Jacksonville, jogs one-half block west to get around the JTA station, and then continues 

south along Hogan Street into Downtown. The second option follows the existing Hogan 

Creek greenway to State Street, then proposes a new path along Hogan Creek to 

Adams Street, then along Marsh Street to Bay Street.   
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FIGURE 38  Option A, between Hogan Creek and 
FCCJ Campus 

Option A: Hogan Street Corridor, First Street to Union Street 

This section of the corridor 

would first be served by 

following 1st Avenue west to 

Hogan Street, and then 

following Hogan Street 

south to Bethel Baptist 

Street. The standard 

roadway pavement width for 

these corridors is 

approximately 50 feet. This 

will allow for 8-foot parking 

lanes on both sides of the 

street, 6-foot bike lanes on 

both sides and 11-foot lanes 

in each direction (Figure 38).  

If the Florida Community College can be persuaded to allow the “through campus” 

alignment described below, the bike lanes would be continued onto the access drives 

for the campus.  

 

Ideally, a section of shared-use path would be provided through the east side of 

campus, along a tree-shaded area between the Faculty-Staff parking lot and Buildings A 

and C. This option would involve negotiating with FCCJ for access, but it is likely that 

improved bicycle access to the campus would be popular among students. If negotiation 

with FCCJ is not possible, then an alternative for this section would be to construct a 

shared-use trail in the right-of-way along Laura Street between Hogan Creek Union 

Street (represented by the dashed line on Figure 39). 
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FIGURE 39  Option A, overall alignment 

FIGURE 40  Bike racks at JTA Station 

The most difficult stretch in 

this segment is found between State 

and Union Streets, where the JTA 

FCCJ station sits across the Hogan 

Street Alignment. Motor vehicle 

traffic runs one-way west on State 

Street and one-way east on Union. 

While the exact alignment of bicycle 

facilities around this facility will be 

challenging, the site presents an 

opportunity for multi-modal 

connectivity; in addition to numerous 

bus routes that converge there, the 

facility also serves as a stop for the 

Skyway, the Magnolia trolley and the 

Azalea trolley. The facility already has a rather large bike-rack area, which, on the day 

of the field survey, was near capacity, indicating an existing level of demand for bicycle 

access to the site (Figure 40).  

A preferred alignment for a trail through the site 

would be along the east side of the grassy swale 

that lies between the JTA station and a JTA-

owned gravel parking lot to its east. This 

segment would require some grading, but its 

choice would minimize the distance diverted off 

of the corridor’s primary alignment with Hogan 

Street. An alternative alignment would be to 

route the trail as a sidepath along the south side 

of State Street, the west side of Laura Street and the north side of Union Street. The 

existing crossings of State and Union Streets would have to be improved to 

accommodate trail users.  
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FIGURE 41  Hogan Street with proposed  

bike path 

 

Between Union Street and the Riverwalk 

Motor vehicle traffic is presently two-way 

from the Riverwalk north to Water Street 

and then changes to two northbound, 

one-way lanes from Water Street to Union 

Street. Bicycle traffic could be 

accommodated on Hogan Street by 

converting the motor vehicle traffic 

between Water and Bay Streets to one- 

way northbound and then replacing the 

west motor vehicle lane with a two-way 

bike path between Water and Union 

Streets (Figure 41).  

 

Because it has no outlet, motor vehicle traffic between the Riverwalk and Bay Streets 

must remain two-way, therefore the bicycle facility in this segment will need to be 

moved off the roadway and made a sidepath.  

 

Throughout this section care will have to be taken with a limited number of driveways 

emerging from underground garages on the west side of Hogan Street as well as 

managing left-turns by motor vehicles from Hogan Street onto west-bound streets (Bay, 

Adams, Duval, Ashley and Beaver). A particular benefit of this alignment is that it runs 

underneath the Skyway tracks, thereby contributing to its public perception as a multi-

modal transportation corridor. 
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FIGURE 42  Option B, 
overall alignment. 

FIGURE 43  Greenway at Market St. 

Option B: Hogan Creek Greenway Corridor 

Springfield could also be connected to the Riverwalk by 

following the course of Hogan Creek southeasterly toward 

the river (Figure 42). A bike trail could extend through the 

Greenway from the intersection of First Street and 

Boulevard Street. This trail would parallel the north bank of 

the creek as it crosses N. Laura Street and N. Main Street, 

and enters Confederate Park. While there is also space 

available on the south bank of the creek most of the way, 

the presence of a private parcel at 937 Main St (between 

Orange St. and the south bank of the creek) makes the north bank more practical 

through this stretch.  

 

 

Once in Confederate Park, the trail would 

cross the existing pedestrian bridge that 

lies just north of the terminus of Ocean 

Street, and then follow the south bank of 

the creek as it crosses Hubbard, Market 

and Liberty Streets. All of the property 

along this section of the corridor is city 

property, with the most significant 

obstacles being the fenced-off parking lot 

of the Department of Parks, Recreation 

and Entertainment in the old armory at 

851 N. Market Street (Figure 43), and the box-culvert bridge that carries Liberty Street 

over the creek.  
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Where the creek goes under the entry and exit ramps for U.S. Hwy 90, the 

trail would cross State Street just to the east of the ramp from U.S. 90 (‘behind’ the flow 

of ramp traffic), a point at which State Street is one-way westbound. The trail would then 

cross Washington St. at its intersection with State and turn south under the U.S. 90 

overpass. On the other side of U.S. 90, the trail would turn east along the north bank of 

Hogan’s Creek, where it would pass through almost exclusively city-owned vacant land 

all the way to the junction of Monroe and Adams St., under the ramps of the Hart 

Expressway. There is one adjoining parcel (.32 acres) of vacant land owned by CSX 

transportation, on the south side of Duval St. (real estate # 083315 1100), which may 

need to be accessed.  

 

The trail could then go on-street, east along Adams and then south on Marsh Street, 

presuming that the new Adams-Monroe connector is slow-speed, low volume, and used 

primarily for deliveries and employee access to the Kraft foods plant. The trail would 

then cross E. Bay Street and continue east as a sidepath along the south side of Bay for 

two blocks until it meets the existing Riverwalk at the intersection of Bay and 

Washington.  
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POTENTIAL FUNDING RESOURCES 

There are numerous sources which can be used to provide monetary assistance for 

greenways facilities and programs. Many of these sources are available on the federal 

level, as dictated in the recently passed transportation legislation.  Most of these 

programs are administered by the Florida Department of Transportation.  Additionally, 

there are other state funding sources which can be used to help achieve the goals and 

objectives of this Plan. Finally, a myriad of private funding sources exist which can be 

used by local governments to implement greenways-related programs.  

 

The various funding sources are described below, categorized as Federal, State, and 

private: 

 

Federal Funding Resources 

Non-motorized transportation facility projects are broadly eligible for funding from almost 

all the major Federal-aid highway, transit, safety, and other programs. Non-motorized 

projects must be "principally for transportation, rather than recreation, purposes" and 

must be designed and located pursuant to the transportation plans required of States 

and Metropolitan Planning Organizations.  

 

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

(SAFTEA-LU, Public Law 109-203) was signed into law August 10, 2005.  SAFETEA-

LU authorizes the Federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway 

safety, and transit for the 5-year period 2005-2009.  It replaces TEA-21, its legislative 

predecessor. 

 

Federal-aid Highway Program  

National Highway System funds may be used to construct bicycle transportation 

facilities and pedestrian walkways on land adjacent to any highway on the National 

Highway System, including Interstate highways.  
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Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds may be used for either the 

construction of bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways, or non-

construction projects (such as maps, brochures, and public service announcements) 

related to safe bicycle use and walking.  

Ten (10) percent of each State's annual STP funds are set aside for Transportation 
Enhancements (TE). The law provides a specific list of activities that are eligible TE 

projects and this includes "provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles, provision 

of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicyclists," and the "preservation 

of abandoned railway corridors (including the conversion and use thereof for pedestrian 

and bicycle trails)."  

Another ten (10) percent of each State's STP funds are set aside for the Hazard 
Elimination and Railway-Highway Crossing programs, which address bicycle and 

pedestrian safety issues. Each state is required to implement a Hazard Elimination 

Program to identify and correct locations which may constitute a danger to motorists, 

bicyclists, and pedestrians. Funds may be used for activities including a survey of 

hazardous locations and for projects on any publicly owned bicycle or pedestrian 

pathway or trail, or any safety-related traffic calming measure. Improvements to railway-

highway crossings "shall take into account bicycle safety." 

Recreational Trails Program (Section 1109) funds may be used for all kinds of trail 

projects. Of the funds apportioned to a state, 30 percent must be used for motorized 

trail uses, 30 percent for non-motorized trail uses, and 40 percent for diverse trail uses 

(any combination). Examples of trail uses include hiking, bicycling, in-line skating, 

equestrian use, cross-country skiing, snowmobiling, off-road motorcycling, all-terrain 

vehicle riding, four-wheel driving, or using other off-road motorized vehicles. 

 
The Transportation and Community and System Preservation (TCSP) Pilot 
Program is a comprehensive initiative of research and grants to investigate the 

relationships between transportation and community and system preservation and 
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private sector-based initiatives. States, local governments, and Metropolitan 

Planning Organizations are eligible for discretionary grants to plan and implement 

strategies that improve the efficiency of the transportation system; reduce 

environmental impacts of transportation; reduce the need for costly future public 

infrastructure investments; ensure efficient access to jobs, services, and centers of 

trade; and examine private sector development patterns and investments that support 

these goals.  

Section 1117 of SAFTEA-LU, Public Law 109-203 authorized the TCSP Program 

through FY 2009. A total of $270 million is authorized for this program in FY's 2005-

2009. 

Federal Lands Highway Program (FLHP) funds may be used to construct roads and 

trails within (or, in some cases, providing access to) federal lands. FLHP funds total 

about $800 million per year. Recreation interests often benefit from FLHP funds. 

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants are available to support projects, 

including bicycle-related services, designed to transport welfare recipients and eligible 

low-income individuals to and from employment.  

High Priority Projects and Designated Transportation Enhancement Activities 

identified by SAFETEA-LU include numerous bicycle, pedestrian, trails, and traffic 

calming projects in communities throughout the country.  

Federal Transit Program 

Title 49 USC allows the Urbanized Area Formula Grants, Capital Investment Grants 
and Loans, and Formula Program for Other than Urbanized Area transit funds to be 

used for improving bicycle and pedestrian access to transit facilities and vehicles. 

Eligible activities include investments in "pedestrian and bicycle access to a mass 

transportation facility" that establishes or enhances coordination between mass 

transportation and other transportation.  
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The Suburban Mobility Initiatives Program was established in response to 

a need to develop solutions to suburban mobility challenges.  The objective of the 

program is to provide assistance to suburban public agencies in their efforts to reduce 

dependence on the single occupant vehicle.  

The Regional Mobility Program provides technical assistance, develops planning 

methods and conducts outreach, research, demonstration and project evaluations that 

assist local communities in improving regional transportation mobility. 

Highway Safety Programs  

Pedestrian and bicyclist safety remain priority areas for State and Community 
Highway Safety Grants funded by the federal Section 402 formula grant program. A 

State is eligible for these grants by submitting a Performance Plan (establishing goals 

and performance measures for improving highway safety) and a Highway Safety Plan 

(describing activities to achieve those goals).  

Research, development, demonstrations, and training to improve highway safety 

(including bicycle and pedestrian safety) are carried out under the Highway Safety 

Research and Development (Section 403) Program. 

Federal/State Matching Requirements  

In general, the Federal share of the costs of transportation projects is 80 percent with a 

20 percent State or local match. However, there are a number of exceptions to this rule.  

• Federal Lands Highway Program projects and Section 402 Highway Safety funds 

are 100 percent federally funded.  

• Bicycle-related Transit Enhancement Activities are 95 percent federally funded.  

• Hazard elimination projects are 90 percent federally funded. Bicycle-related 

transit projects (other than Transit Enhancement Activities) may be up to 90 

percent federally funded.  
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• Individual Transportation Enhancement Activity projects under the STP 

can have a match higher or lower than 80 percent. However, the overall Federal 

share of each State's Transportation Enhancement Program must be 80 percent.  

• States with higher percentages of Federal lands have higher Federal shares 

calculated in proportion to their percentage of Federal lands.  

• The State and/or local funds used to match Federal-aid highway projects may 

include in-kind contributions (such as donations). Funds from other Federal 

programs may also be used to match Transportation Enhancement, Scenic 

Byways, and Recreational Trails program funds. A Federal agency project 

sponsor may provide matching funds to Recreational Trails funds provided the 

Federal share does not exceed 95 percent.  

Safe Routes to School Program 

The Safe Routes to Schools Program, which is included in the Federal Reauthorization 

bill – Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 

– A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), is designed to enable and encourage children to 

walk and bicycle to school, and to “facilitate the planning, development, and 

implementation of projects and activities that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel 

consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools.”  Safe Routes to School projects 

include on-street bicycle facilities, off-street bicycle facilities, and secure bicycle parking 

facilities. 

 

The funds are apportioned to each state based on their relative share of enrollment in 

primary and middle schools.  Not less than 10% or more than 30% of the funds are for 

non-infrastructure related activities to encourage walking and bicycling to school.  Not 

less than 70% or more than 90% are for infrastructure related projects that will 

substantially improve the ability to safely walk and bicycle to school. 
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Other Federal Sources 

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Grants, 
National Park Service Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Grants This 

Federal funding source was established in 1965 to provide "close-to-home" parks and 

recreation opportunities to residents throughout the United States. Money for the fund 

comes from the sale or lease of nonrenewable resources, primarily federal offshore oil 

and gas leases, and surplus federal land sales. LWCF grants can be used by 

communities to build a variety of parks and recreation facilities, including trails and 

greenways. LWCF funds are distributed by the National Park Service to the states 

annually. Communities must match LWCF grants with 50 percent of the local project 

costs through in-kind services or cash. All projects funded by LWCF grants must be 

used exclusively for recreation purposes, in perpetuity. Projects must be in accordance 

with each State's Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. 

 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 
US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) CDBG provides eligible 

metropolitan cities and urban counties (called "entitlement communities") with annual 

direct grants that they can use to revitalize neighborhoods, expand affordable housing 

and economic opportunities, and/or improve community facilities and services, 

principally to benefit low- and moderate-income persons. Eligible activities include 

building public facilities and improvements, such as streets, sidewalks, sewers, water 

systems, community and senior citizen centers, and recreational facilities. Several 

communities have used HUD funds to develop greenways, including the Boscobel 

Heights "Safe Walk" Greenway in Nashville, Tennessee. 

 

Healthy People 2010 Community Implementation Grants Program 
Federal Department of Health and Human Services The Federal Department of 

Health and Human Services plans to award hundreds of “micro-grants” to community 

organizations for activities that support the goals of Healthy People 2010, the Nation's 

public health agenda for the next decade. Worth up to $2,010 each, the micro-grants 
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represent a new, low-cost approach to foster effective prevention efforts at the 

community level. Each grant will support efforts by local groups to promote health 

education, quality care, access to care, and other projects that support the far-reaching 

national health goals of Healthy People 2010.  

 

National Trails Fund American Hiking Society The American Hiking Society's 

National Trails Fund is the only privately funded national grants program dedicated 

solely to hiking trails. National Trails Fund grants have been used for land acquisition, 

constituency building campaigns and traditional trail work projects. Since the late 1990s, 

the American Hiking Society has granted nearly $200,000 to 42 different organizations 

across the U.S. 
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State of Florida Funding Resources 

Florida Department of Transportation - State Safety Grant Program 

Bicyclist safety remains a priority for the Florida Department of Transportation.  The 

safety funds can be used to conduct safety studies as well as the reconstruction of 

roadways to enhance bicyclists’ safety. 

 

Greenways and Trails Acquisition Program - Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection 

The Greenways and Trails Acquisition Program is a component of Florida Forever, the 

successor to Preservation 2000. The Greenways and Trails Acquisition Program 

receives 1.5 percent of the Florida Forever annual distribution. Communities can apply 

to the program to receive funding to acquire land for greenways and trails projects. The 

purpose of this program is to acquire land to help create a statewide system of 

greenways and trails. Municipalities, non-profit organizations, and individual citizens of 

the state of Florida are eligible to nominate acquisition projects to this program. It is 

funded by bonds backed by taxes (documentary stamps) on the transfer of real estate. 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/gwt/acq/ (applications due 6/27-8/26) 
 

The Florida Communities Trust (FCT) - Florida Department of Community Affairs 

The Florida Communities Trust (FCT) helps local governments implement their 

comprehensive plans through the acquisition of land, utilizing funds from the state's 

Preservation 2000 Act and Florida Forever Act. The Florida Communities Trust differs 

from other acquisition programs, focusing exclusively on locally selected acquisition 

projects. Each year, the program makes grants to local governments to help them buy 

coastal, conservation, recreation, greenways, and open space land. Since few local 

governments have land-buying experience, Trust staff also provides technical 

assistance. They help cities and counties put grant applications together and are part of 

the negotiation and acquisition team during the purchase process. 

http://www.floridacommunitydevelopment.org/fct/ (applications due 5/10) 
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Florida Recreation Development and Assistance Program (FRDAP)  

The Florida Recreation Development and Assistance Program is a competitive program 

which provides grants for acquisition or development of land for public outdoor 

recreation use.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) administers 

the program.  The Bureau of Design and Recreation Services of DEP’s Division of 

Recreation and Parks has direct responsibility for FRDAP.  Funds from FRDAP may be 

used to acquire or develop land for public outdoor recreation or to construct or renovate 

recreational trails.  Municipal or county governments or other legally constituted entities 

with the legal responsibility to provide public outdoor recreation may apply for FRDAP 

funds.  FRDAP grant applications may be submitted during an announced submission 

period, usually early fall each year.  The applicant is required to supply a match at 

certain funding levels.  The local match requirement is based upon the total project cost. 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/parks/bdrs/ (applications due 8/15-9/15) 
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Private Funding Resources 

AmeriCorps' National Civilian Community Corps (NCCC) 

One project that NCCC members work on is the building or improving of trails. 

AmeriCorps' NCCC members created or improved more than 200 miles of hiking trails 

in 25 states nationwide. Teams cleared trees and brush, leveled trails to comply with 

federal guidelines on handicapped access, implemented erosion control techniques, 

and created and updated signs. These trails are located in rural, urban, and national 

parks from California to Maine, and are used by tens of thousands of Americans each 

year. 

 

Bikes Belong Coalition 

Bikes Belong Coalition seeks to assist local organizations, agencies, and citizens in 

developing bicycle facilities projects that will be funded by TEA-21. Bikes Belong 

Coalition will accept applications for grants of up to $10,000 each, and will consider 

successor grants for continuing projects. Funding decisions are made on a rolling basis. 

http://bikesbelong.org/site/page.cfm?PageID=21 (grant applications due quarterly) 

 

American Greenways Awards Program 

The Conservation Fund  

The American Greenways Awards program is a program started by the Conservation 

Fund.  The Fund works with private companies such as DuPont and Kodak to provide 

funding for greenway development. 

http://www.conservationfund.org/?article=2372 (grant applications due from March 1 to 

June 1 annually) 

 

Fish America Foundation 

Fish America Foundation provides funding to public and private organizations for 

projects that enhance or conserve water and fisheries resources, including community 

efforts.  In the last 18 years, the Foundation has provided 620 grants totaling more than 
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$4.9 million to improve the fisheries resource in all 50 states and Canada.  To 

apply for a grant, one sends a completed application, a letter of support from a state 

resource agency, and evidence of the organization’s nonprofit status.  The grant award 

is approximately $10,000.  This grant can include greenways that enhance or conserve 

water resources. 

http://www.fishamerica.org/faf/grants/index.html (grant proposals due July 31 annually) 

 

Oracle Corporation Giving Program 

Oracle provides grants to medical research, endangered animal protection, 

environmental protection and K-12 math, science and technology education.  Past 

recipients have included trail groups. 

 

National Tree Trust (NTT) 

NTT has grants available for tree seedlings through the Community Tree Planting 

program.  This is a great way to beautify the community, replant a neglected area, or 

simply a good excuse to get out in the fresh air.  Seedlings are available for delivery 

January through April, and the main requirements for the grant are as follows: 

• Trees must be planted on public land.   

• Project must use volunteers for planting and/or maintaining seedlings.   

• Matching funds are required, which may include volunteer hours, donated items 

and non-federal moneys.   

• Two years of annual reporting are required for each grant.  

  

Visit the website at www.nationaltreetrust.org for more information about the Community 

Tree Planting program and to download an application.  Seedlings are allocated on a 

first come, first served basis.  This is a two-part application process.  Applications will 

not be considered if any forms are incomplete or submitted after their deadlines.  This 

grant can include trail-side tree planting programs. 
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The Global ReLeaf Program 

The Global ReLeaf Forest Program is American Forests’ education and action program 

that helps individuals, organizations, agencies, and corporations improve the local and 

global environment by planting and caring for trees.  The program provides funding for 

planting tree seedlings on public lands.  Emphasis is placed on diversifying species, 

regenerating the optimal ecosystem for the site and implementing the best forest 

management practices.  Global ReLeaf Program: 

http://www.americanforests.org/global_releaf/grants/ (proposals due January 15 and 

July 1 annually) 

 

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation 

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation seeks to improve the health and health care of 

all Americans.  One of the primary goals of the Foundation is to “promote healthy 

communities and lifestyles.”  Specifically, the Foundation has an “Active Living by 

Design” grant program that promotes the principles of active living, including non-

motorized transportation.  Multiple communities nationwide have received grants related 

to promotion of trails and other non-motorized facilities.  The Robert Wood Johnson 

Foundation is online at www.rwjf.org (proposals accepted year-round).  

 

American Trails 

While not a source for funding, American Trails provides a wealth of information for 

funding trails, including sources, fundraising techniques, grant writing techniques, case 

studies, and innovative success stories.  American Trails is a national non-profit 

organization with funding information available online at 

http://www.americantrails.org/resources/funding/index.html.  
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Appendix A: First Coast MPO Regional Greenways & Trails Plan Ranked Needs List

Note: For a complete discussion of the ranking procedure and the variables contained herein, please refer to the "Ranking Criteria and Prioritization Methodology" section of the Plan .

From To  ID LENGTH PL RD TOTAL
(S or W) (N or E) # mi % p/mi2 SCORE

SR A1A Vilano Bridge Mickler's Landing 174 St. Johns 17.3 11 1 1 19 100 81 4.04 5 1 0 781 0.78 5 0 2.79 90 190 1
US 17 Green Cove Springs Black Creek Trail 218 Clay 4.5 6 1 1 14 74 0 0.00 3 3 5 1042 1.04 5 0 2.30 74 148 2
Central Duval Co. Downtown Jacksonville Jax-Baldwin Trail 128 Duval 6.8 5 0 2 11 58 12 0.62 4 3 5 898 0.90 5 1 2.70 87 145 3
SR A1A St. Augustine Beach Vilano Bridge 175 St. Johns 4.0 4 1 1 12 63 14 0.69 5 3 0 1678 1.68 5 0 2.44 79 142 4
SR A1A Mayport Ferry Little Talbot Island 56 Duval 3.2 5 0 1 8 42 73 3.67 5 3 0 6 0.01 5 0 3.02 97 139 5
SR A1A Mickler's Landing Duval Co. line 173 St. Johns 6.5 7 1 1 15 79 0 0.00 4 2 0 1621 1.62 5 0 1.86 60 139 6
SR A1A Amelia City Fort Clinch State Park 199 Nassau 7.4 11 0 1 14 74 44 2.18 2 2 0 1346 1.35 5 0 1.98 64 138 7
SR A1A Little Talbot Island Nassau Co. line 57 Duval 8.2 9 0 1 12 63 59 2.95 5 0 0 6 0.01 5 0 2.24 72 135 8
SR A1A SR 206 St. Augustine Beach 176 St. Johns 6.5 4 1 1 12 63 44 2.22 3 1 0 1658 1.66 5 0 2.02 65 128 9
Atlantic Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 21 Duval 5.4 3 0 1 6 32 64 3.18 4 3 0 2030 2.03 5 1 2.95 95 127 10
SR A1A Duval Co. line Amelia City 197 Nassau 5.6 16 0 1 19 100 15 0.74 0 0 0 742 0.74 5 0 0.76 25 125 11
SW Duval Co. Clay Co. line Jax-Baldwin Trail 124 Duval 9.8 1 0 1 4 21 87 4.37 5 0 5 37 0.04 5 0 3.10 100 121 12
SR 13 Shands Bridge Greenbriar Rd 132 St. Johns 7.2 8 1 1 16 84 0 0.00 3 0 0 214 0.21 5 0 1.12 36 120 13
SR A1A St. Johns Co. line Mayport 275 Duval 8.6 0 0 2 6 32 14 0.72 5 3 0 3878 3.88 5 0 2.67 86 118 14
Ft. Caroline/McCormick/Wonderwood University Blvd Mayport Rd 73 Duval 10.7 1 0 1 4 21 14 0.69 5 3 0 3728 3.73 5 1 2.70 87 108 15
Julington Creek Race Track Rd San Jose Blvd 145 Duval/St. Johns 0.5 4 1 1 12 63 0 0.00 3 1 0 932 0.93 5 0 1.39 45 108 16
Kernan Blvd J. Turner Butler Blvd McCormick Rd 10 Duval 7.6 6 0 0 6 32 17 0.84 5 2 0 1507 1.51 5 1 2.31 75 107 17
CR 13 CR 208 Shands Bridge 134 St. Johns 9.3 4 1 1 12 63 0 0.01 3 1 0 142 0.14 5 0 1.32 43 106 18
US 17 Black Creek Trail Duval Co. Line 219 Clay 3.7 1 1 1 9 47 0 0.00 0 3 5 1973 1.97 5 0 1.80 58 105 19
San Jose Blvd I-295 Baymeadows Rd 14 Duval 2.6 4 0 1 7 37 0 0.00 3 3 0 2837 2.84 5 1 2.03 65 102 20
Central Duval Co. Westside Park Jax-Baldwin Trail 79 Duval 9.3 1 0 0 1 5 6 0.31 5 3 5 2000 2.00 5 1 2.93 95 100 21
Blanding Blvd Clay Co. Line Cedar River 84 Duval 5.9 1 0 1 4 21 9 0.43 5 3 0 1828 1.83 5 1 2.44 79 100 22
San Jose Blvd Baymeadows Rd University Blvd 91 Duval 3.7 3 0 1 6 32 4 0.21 3 3 0 2913 2.91 5 1 2.09 67 99 23
San Jose area San Jose Blvd J. Turner Butler Blvd 118 Duval 1.9 1 0 1 4 21 14 0.68 4 3 0 2941 2.94 5 1 2.41 78 99 24
SR 13 Roberts Rd Race Track Rd 133 St. Johns 2.1 4 1 1 12 63 1 0.06 1 1 0 1258 1.26 5 0 1.04 34 97 25
Springfield Downtown Jacksonville US Alt. 1 19 Duval 1.5 1 0 1 4 21 14 0.72 4 3 0 1747 1.75 5 1 2.30 74 95 26
CR 214 I-95 Downtown St. Augustine 158 St. Johns 5.6 1 1 0 6 32 5 0.27 3 3 0 1475 1.47 5 0 1.91 62 94 27
Main St Downtown Jacksonville Trout River 279 Duval 3.5 0 0 1 3 16 8 0.42 4 3 0 3281 3.28 5 1 2.38 77 93 28
Beach Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 11 Duval 5.8 4 0 0 4 21 2 0.08 4 3 0 2188 2.19 5 1 2.19 71 92 29
Western Duval Co. Cecil Field US 1 @ Plummer 13 Duval 16.5 1 0 0 1 5 22 1.11 4 3 5 194 0.19 5 0 2.70 87 92 30
Roosevelt Blvd I-295 103rd St 86 Duval 4.1 2 0 0 2 11 20 1.01 5 3 0 1128 1.13 5 1 2.52 81 92 31
San Jose Blvd University Blvd Downtown Jacksonville 127 Duval 4.0 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.02 4 3 0 2491 2.49 5 1 2.20 71 92 32
Edgewood Ave US 1 I-95 60 Duval 3.7 5 0 0 5 26 1 0.03 3 3 0 2574 2.57 5 1 2.01 65 91 33
Guana River/Tolomato River St. Augustine  Palm Valley 177 St. Johns 16.5 3 0 0 3 16 31 1.57 5 2 0 135 0.14 5 0 2.31 75 91 34
St. Johns Co. Fruit Cove St. Augustine  165 St. Johns 25.6 1 0 0 1 5 35 1.73 5 3 0 1014 1.01 5 0 2.63 85 90 35
Cedar Point Rd New Berlin Rd Sawpit Rd 8 Duval 5.1 3 0 0 3 16 60 2.98 5 0 0 109 0.11 5 0 2.26 73 89 36
Atlantic Blvd University Blvd SR 9A 103 Duval 4.3 1 0 1 4 21 3 0.15 3 3 0 3365 3.36 5 1 2.12 68 89 37
I-95 Downtown Jacksonville US 1   68 Duval 2.0 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.03 4 3 5 6089 6.09 0 1 2.57 83 88 38
Springfield Metropolitan Park Brentwood Park 71 Duval 2.0 2 0 0 2 11 7 0.36 4 3 0 8424 8.42 0 1 2.38 77 88 39
Shands Bridge Clay Co. line SR 13 146 St. Johns 1.8 3 1 1 11 58 0 0.00 2 0 0 273 0.27 5 0 0.93 30 88 40
Duval/Nassau Co. St. Johns River St. Marys River 18 Duval/Nassau 24.8 2 0 0 2 11 19 0.93 5 3 0 217 0.22 5 0 2.35 76 87 41
University Blvd Arlington River St. Johns River 102 Duval 6.5 1 0 0 1 5 5 0.25 5 3 0 3310 3.31 5 1 2.54 82 87 42
McCormick Rd/Wonderwood Dr St. Johns Bluff Rd Hanna Park 4 Duval 10.0 1 0 0 1 5 3 0.17 5 3 0 3110 3.11 5 1 2.50 81 86 43
Mayport Blvd Atlantic Blvd Hanna Park 32 Duval 3.3 2 0 0 2 11 12 0.59 3 3 0 4158 4.16 5 1 2.31 75 86 44
Chaffee Rd 103rd St Whitehouse 110 Duval 4.7 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 4 3 0 464 0.46 5 1 2.00 65 86 45
SR 200 US 17 CR 107 180 Nassau 5.1 8 0 0 8 42 0 0.00 1 3 0 368 0.37 5 0 1.34 43 85 46
103rd St Blanding Blvd Roosevelt Blvd 108 Duval 2.0 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 5 3 0 3072 3.07 5 1 2.46 79 84 47
NE Duval Co. Deep Creek Sawpit Creek 126 Duval 5.2 1 0 1 4 21 75 3.75 5 0 0 56 0.06 0 0 1.94 63 84 48
Palm Valley Rd US 1 Mickler Rd 141 St. Johns 5.5 3 1 0 8 42 0 0.00 4 0 0 11 0.01 5 0 1.30 42 84 49

Location RANKCounty PV CP AH VT VS PL P T ET ESS C RD R
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From To  ID LENGTH PL RD TOTAL
(S or W) (N or E) # mi % p/mi2 SCORELocation RANKCounty PV CP AH VT VS PL P T ET ESS C RD R

Roberts Rd Greenbriar Rd SR 13 144 St. Johns 2.9 4 1 0 9 47 0 0.00 3 0 0 512 0.51 5 0 1.15 37 84 50
JEA easement Baymeadows Rd Kernan Blvd 2 Duval 8.5 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 3 3 0 1690 1.69 5 1 1.92 62 83 51
Heckscher Dr I-295 Fanning Island 75 Duval 6.8 3 0 0 3 16 30 1.48 4 2 0 30 0.03 5 0 2.07 67 83 52
8th St I-95 Talleyrand Ave 89 Duval 2.0 1 0 0 1 5 11 0.53 4 3 5 3298 3.30 0 1 2.41 78 83 53
San Jose Blvd Julington Creek I-295 117 Duval 3.2 2 0 1 5 26 0 0.00 4 1 0 2166 2.17 5 1 1.77 57 83 54
SR 200 Amelia River Sadler Rd 182 Nassau 1.8 3 0 1 6 32 34 1.69 0 3 0 545 0.55 5 0 1.58 51 83 55
NW St. Johns Co. SR 16 Race Track Rd 247 St. Johns 11.7 0 1 0 5 26 6 0.28 3 3 0 41 0.04 5 0 1.77 57 83 56
Cedar Point Rd Pumpkin Hill Rd Sawpit Rd 52 Duval 1.3 2 0 0 2 11 56 2.79 5 0 0 42 0.04 5 0 2.20 71 82 57
Main St 8th St 20th St 76 Duval 0.9 1 0 0 1 5 21 1.04 3 3 5 3913 3.91 0 1 2.40 77 82 58
NE Duval Co. Cedar Point Creek Sawpit Creek 123 Duval 5.9 1 0 0 1 5 71 3.53 5 0 0 85 0.09 5 0 2.39 77 82 59
Mickler Rd Palm Valley Mickler's Landing 151 St. Johns 2.8 1 1 0 6 32 0 0.00 5 0 0 604 0.60 5 0 1.56 50 82 60
US 1 SR 206 SR 312 171 St. Johns 13.8 1 1 0 6 32 15 0.76 3 1 0 688 0.69 5 0 1.56 50 82 61
Four Mile Rd SR 16 Volusia St 239 St. Johns 2.6 0 1 0 5 26 30 1.50 2 2 0 725 0.73 5 0 1.75 56 82 62
Durbin Creek I-95 Julington Creek 255 St. Johns 9.6 0 1 0 5 26 3 0.15 3 3 0 123 0.12 5 0 1.75 56 82 63
Eastern Duval Co. UNF Mayport 26 Duval 8.9 1 0 0 1 5 12 0.61 4 3 0 2537 2.54 5 1 2.36 76 81 64
SR 207 I-95 US 1 152 St. Johns 4.9 2 0 1 5 26 8 0.38 2 3 0 1039 1.04 5 0 1.70 55 81 65
Doctors Inlet Rd College Dr US 17 222 Clay 4.1 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 3 5 1697 1.70 5 0 2.37 76 81 66
Blanding Blvd Doctors Inlet Rd I-295 228 Duval 10.2 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 4 3 0 2492 2.49 5 0 2.15 69 80 67
Roosevelt Blvd Jax NAS Park St 85 Duval 7.5 2 0 0 2 11 2 0.10 4 3 0 1341 1.34 5 1 2.11 68 79 68
Central Duval Co. FCC-Kent Picketville 87 Duval 4.9 1 0 0 1 5 6 0.32 4 3 0 2695 2.69 5 1 2.30 74 79 69
Northern St. Johns Co. St. Johns River Guana River State Park 166 St. Johns 16.2 1 0 0 1 5 13 0.64 5 3 0 212 0.21 5 0 2.28 74 79 70
SR 13 Race Track Rd Julington Creek 167 St. Johns 0.3 1 1 0 6 32 0 0.00 3 1 0 1463 1.46 5 0 1.45 47 79 71
Black Creek/Little Black Creek St. Johns River Duval Co. line 266 Clay 14.8 0 1 0 5 26 3 0.16 2 3 0 1066 1.07 5 0 1.65 53 79 72
Loretto Rd/Greenland Rd San Jose Blvd US 1 105 Duval 5.5 1 0 0 1 5 11 0.54 4 3 0 1767 1.77 5 1 2.26 73 78 73
103rd St Normandy Blvd Blanding Blvd 107 Duval 8.5 1 0 0 1 5 6 0.32 4 3 0 2251 2.25 5 1 2.25 73 78 74
SR 200 CR 107 Amelia River 181 Nassau 1.9 5 0 1 8 42 48 2.39 0 0 0 186 0.19 5 0 1.12 36 78 75
Blanding Blvd Middleburg Doctors Inlet Rd 227 Clay 4.2 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 4 3 0 216 0.22 5 0 1.92 62 78 76
Central St. Johns Co. SR 206 SR 16 251 St. Johns 18.2 0 1 0 5 26 33 1.64 2 1 0 613 0.61 5 0 1.57 51 77 77
SR 13 Greenbriar Rd Roberts Rd 147 St. Johns 2.6 5 0 1 8 42 6 0.32 2 0 0 717 0.72 5 0 1.05 34 76 78
San Pablo Rd/Girvin Rd Beach Blvd Wonderwood Dr 41 Duval 4.9 1 0 0 1 5 15 0.77 5 1 0 2144 2.14 5 1 2.16 70 75 79
SE Nassau Co. Fort George Island Nassau Sound 58 Nassau 5.8 1 0 0 1 5 77 3.87 5 1 0 6 0.01 0 0 2.17 70 75 80
US 17 Heckscher Dr SR 9A 94 Duval 3.5 1 0 1 4 21 6 0.31 2 3 0 344 0.34 5 1 1.66 54 75 81
Beaches J. Turner Butler Blvd Atlantic Blvd 34 Duval 4.3 1 0 1 4 21 13 0.65 2 3 0 4297 4.30 0 1 1.64 53 74 82
Gateway Golfair Blvd RR line 98 Duval 0.5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 3 0 7007 7.01 0 1 2.15 69 74 83
UNF St. Johns Bluff Rd Kernan Blvd 3 Duval 1.5 1 0 1 4 21 75 3.77 0 3 0 309 0.31 0 1 1.62 52 73 84
20th St New Kings Rd Talleyrand Ave 69 Duval 3.9 1 0 0 1 5 20 0.99 4 3 0 4001 4.00 0 1 2.10 68 73 85
J. Turner Butler Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 121 Duval 2.4 1 0 2 7 37 0 0.00 0 2 0 1568 1.57 5 1 1.11 36 73 86
US 17 Yulee Crandall Rd 188 Nassau 3.7 1 0 2 7 37 0 0.00 0 3 0 250 0.25 5 0 1.13 36 73 87
SR 13 St. Augustine Rd Baymeadows Rd 40 Duval 1.1 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 2 3 0 3296 3.30 5 1 1.88 61 72 88
J. Turner Butler Blvd US 1 Southside Blvd 119 Duval 1.8 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 3 2 0 298 0.30 5 1 1.58 51 72 89
CR 210 Greenbriar Rd I-95 149 St. Johns 4.8 2 1 0 7 37 0 0.00 0 3 0 41 0.04 5 0 1.10 35 72 90
Central St. Johns Co. SR 207 CR 214 240 St. Johns 3.9 0 1 0 5 26 10 0.50 3 1 0 123 0.12 5 0 1.44 46 72 91
St. Johns River Mayport   Fanning Island 125 Duval 2.0 1 0 0 1 5 33 1.65 4 3 0 2294 2.29 0 0 2.04 66 71 92
Dames Point Fort Caroline Rd Bartram Island 22 Duval 1.6 2 0 0 2 11 76 3.80 2 2 0 722 0.72 0 0 1.82 59 70 93
Main St Trout River Heckscher Dr 24 Duval 0.8 2 0 1 5 26 32 1.60 0 2 0 44 0.04 5 1 1.35 44 70 94
Downtown Jacksonville Main St Washington St 49 Duval 0.4 1 0 0 1 5 64 3.21 3 3 0 236 0.24 0 0 2.03 65 70 95
J. Turner Butler Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 120 Duval 5.9 1 0 2 7 37 20 1.02 0 1 0 679 0.68 5 0 1.02 33 70 96
Atlantic Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 113 Duval 2.1 1 0 1 4 21 1 0.04 0 3 0 3303 3.30 5 1 1.49 48 69 97
US 17 Nassau River Yulee 183 Nassau 4.1 2 0 1 5 26 0 0.00 1 3 0 397 0.40 5 0 1.34 43 69 98
US 17 CR 209 SR 16 216 Clay 2.3 3 0 1 6 32 0 0.00 0 3 0 556 0.56 5 0 1.16 37 69 99
Western Clay Co. SR 16 Duval Co. line 221 Clay 14.4 1 0 1 4 21 45 2.23 2 0 0 269 0.27 5 0 1.48 48 69 100
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From To  ID LENGTH PL RD TOTAL
(S or W) (N or E) # mi % p/mi2 SCORELocation RANKCounty PV CP AH VT VS PL P T ET ESS C RD R

NE Duval Co. Donner Mayport 20 Duval 3.0 1 0 0 1 5 4 0.22 4 3 0 4558 4.56 0 1 1.96 63 68 101
International Golf Pkwy Pacetti Rd I-95 137 St. Johns 2.3 2 0 0 2 11 6 0.30 3 3 0 28 0.03 5 0 1.78 57 68 102
Picolata Rd Picolata CR 13A 159 St. Johns 5.9 1 1 0 6 32 0 0.00 0 3 0 90 0.09 5 0 1.11 36 68 103
SR 16 I-95 Four Mile Rd 163 St. Johns 3.2 1 1 0 6 32 17 0.83 1 1 0 230 0.23 5 0 1.13 36 68 104
NE Clay Co. Middleburg Ridgewood 224 Clay 5.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 3 0 535 0.54 5 0 1.95 63 68 105
Grog Branch origin Blanding Blvd 267 Clay 1.2 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 3 1 0 130 0.13 5 0 1.31 42 68 106
FPL corridor SR 9A San Pablo Rd 39 Duval 4.9 1 0 0 1 5 5 0.26 5 3 0 2443 2.44 0 0 1.91 62 67 107
J. Turner Butler Blvd Southside Blvd SR 9A 50 Duval 2.4 2 0 2 8 42 0 0.00 0 1 0 602 0.60 5 0 0.76 25 67 108
CR 210 I-95 US 1 160 St. Johns 3.2 1 1 0 6 32 0 0.00 0 3 0 9 0.01 5 0 1.10 35 67 109
Downtown Jacksonville I-95 Talleyrand Ave 43 Duval 2.2 2 0 0 2 11 3 0.13 5 3 0 44 0.04 0 1 1.69 55 66 110
Cassat Ave/Edgewood Ave Blanding Blvd US 1 64 Duval 5.5 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.07 3 3 0 1305 1.31 5 1 1.90 61 66 111
Roosevelt Blvd 103rd St Ortega River 96 Duval 1.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 3 0 2026 2.03 5 0 1.90 61 66 112
St. Johns Co. Fruit Cove W of St. Augustine 164 St. Johns 20.2 1 0 0 1 5 15 0.76 3 3 0 144 0.14 5 0 1.90 61 66 113
Hodges Blvd Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 29 Duval 2.5 2 0 0 2 11 5 0.26 4 1 0 1086 1.09 5 0 1.67 54 65 114
Liberty St Downtown Jacksonville Evergreen Cemetery 100 Duval 2.9 1 0 0 1 5 4 0.18 4 3 0 3734 3.73 0 1 1.87 60 65 115
Arlington Rd/Lone Star Rd University Blvd Regency Square Mall 72 Duval 4.6 1 0 0 1 5 6 0.32 4 3 0 3020 3.02 0 1 1.83 59 64 116
Powers Ave Baybeadows Rd University Blvd 106 Duval 3.6 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.07 4 3 0 3538 3.54 0 1 1.82 59 64 117
Shore Rd Jasmine Rd Swallow Rd 244 St. Johns 1.3 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 2 0 0 2897 2.90 5 0 1.19 38 64 118
Western St. Johns Co. Sixmile Creek CR 210 254 St. Johns 6.8 0 1 0 5 26 2 0.12 3 0 0 139 0.14 5 0 1.14 37 63 119
SR 9A Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 47 Duval 2.6 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.06 4 3 0 2980 2.98 0 1 1.76 57 62 120
Downtown Jacksonville Confederate Park Henry J. Klutho Park 70 Duval 0.5 1 0 0 1 5 16 0.79 4 3 0 1339 1.34 0 1 1.78 57 62 121
St. Augustine Rd San Jose Blvd Philips Hwy 116 Duval 4.5 1 0 0 1 5 5 0.24 4 3 0 2637 2.64 0 1 1.77 57 62 122
SR 16 I-95 Pacetti Rd 162 St. Johns 5.7 1 0 0 1 5 4 0.21 3 3 0 47 0.05 5 0 1.76 57 62 123
SR 200 Callahan Yulee 196 Nassau 12.7 5 0 0 5 26 2 0.10 0 3 0 42 0.04 5 0 1.13 36 62 124
Amelia Island Pkwy SR A1A SR 200 198 Nassau 3.6 5 0 0 5 26 28 1.40 0 1 0 576 0.58 5 0 1.11 36 62 125
Central St. Johns Co. SR 206 SR 207 250 St. Johns 6.4 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.02 3 0 0 24 0.02 5 0 1.11 36 62 126
Eastern Clay Co. Penney Farms Black Creek Trail 269 Clay 7.0 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 3 0 84 0.08 5 0 1.11 36 62 127
Ates Creek SW Clay Co. Middleburg 270 Clay 17.3 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 2 1 0 200 0.20 5 0 1.12 36 62 128
Beaver St Myrtle Ave I-95 16 Duval 0.3 1 0 0 1 5 35 1.77 4 2 0 359 0.36 0 1 1.73 56 61 129
Northern Duval Co. Broward River Nassau River 31 Duval 9.3 1 0 0 1 5 9 0.47 2 3 0 576 0.58 5 1 1.73 56 61 130
Central Duval Co. Tomahawk Park Skinner Park 78 Duval 1.0 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 3 0 3030 3.03 0 1 1.75 56 61 131
Collins Rd Shindler Dr Roosevelt Blvd 93 Duval 4.5 2 0 0 2 11 13 0.65 3 3 0 1473 1.47 0 1 1.56 50 61 132
Greenbriar Rd SR 13 CR 210 148 St. Johns 5.1 2 1 0 7 37 0 0.00 1 0 0 284 0.28 5 0 0.73 24 61 133
Lenox Ave Normandy Blvd Roosevelt Expy 88 Duval 2.4 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.03 3 3 0 4510 4.51 0 1 1.71 55 60 134
Pacetti Rd Picolata Rd SR 16 154 St. Johns 4.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 3 0 54 0.05 5 0 1.71 55 60 135
SR 16 Adams Rd Green Cove Springs 213 Clay 7.4 4 0 0 4 21 0 0.00 0 3 0 1191 1.19 5 0 1.22 39 60 136
Beach Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 35 Duval 1.6 2 0 0 2 11 9 0.44 0 3 0 2317 2.32 5 1 1.49 48 59 137
Commonwealth Ave Jones Rd Lane Ave 66 Duval 5.7 1 0 0 1 5 18 0.91 0 2 5 321 0.32 5 0 1.66 54 59 138
Central Duval Co. Ortega River Downtown Jacksonville 97 Duval 3.9 1 0 0 1 5 4 0.18 3 3 0 3701 3.70 0 1 1.67 54 59 139
Southern Duval Co. Collins Rd 103d St 109 Duval 3.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.01 4 3 0 2236 2.24 0 1 1.68 54 59 140
Central St. Johns Co. Picolata Rd SR 16 252 St. Johns 2.7 0 1 0 5 26 25 1.23 1 0 0 37 0.04 5 0 1.01 33 59 141
US 17 New Berlin Rd Yellow Bluff Rd 5 Duval 6.0 1 0 1 4 21 1 0.07 0 3 0 318 0.32 5 0 1.15 37 58 142
Eastern Duval Co. UNF Beach Blvd 12 Duval 2.1 1 0 0 1 5 29 1.46 2 3 0 1904 1.90 0 1 1.61 52 57 143
Gate Pkwy/Touchton Rd St. Johns Center Southside area 23 Duval 2.5 1 0 0 1 5 3 0.16 4 3 0 1676 1.68 0 0 1.61 52 57 144
Downtown Jacksonville Broad St Liberty St 36 Duval 0.7 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.06 5 3 0 0 0.00 0 0 1.62 52 57 145
Southern Duval Co. (over river) Buckman Bridge 103rd St 95 Duval 4.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 3 0 1601 1.60 0 1 1.61 52 57 146
Western St. Johns Co. (over river) CR 208 CR 13 170 St. Johns 4.9 1 1 0 6 32 3 0.15 0 1 0 189 0.19 5 0 0.76 25 57 147
Yellow Bluff Rd New Berlin Rd Deese Rd 7 Duval 5.9 2 0 0 2 11 5 0.27 4 0 0 297 0.30 5 0 1.40 45 56 148
SR 200 I-95 US 17 179 Nassau 2.9 6 0 0 6 32 7 0.33 0 3 0 132 0.13 0 0 0.70 23 55 149
SR 16 US 17 Shands Bridge 217 Clay 3.2 2 0 1 5 26 0 0.00 0 2 0 102 0.10 5 0 0.91 29 55 150
McCormick Rd Monument Rd Kernan Blvd 9 Duval 0.7 2 0 0 2 11 10 0.51 5 0 0 2154 2.15 0 0 1.34 43 54 151
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From To  ID LENGTH PL RD TOTAL
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SR A1A/Sherry Dr Jarboe Park Howell Park 37 Duval 1.1 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 0 3 0 3659 3.66 0 1 1.02 33 54 152
Jacksonville Riverfront Broad St Alltel Stadium 45 Duval 2.3 1 0 0 1 5 18 0.92 3 3 0 544 0.54 0 1 1.53 49 54 153
Bishop Estates Rd Orange Ave Race Track Rd 129 St. Johns 3.9 3 0 0 3 16 7 0.33 3 2 0 870 0.87 0 0 1.17 38 54 154
SR 16 CR 16A Pacetti Rd 138 St. Johns 1.5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 2 3 0 68 0.07 5 0 1.51 49 54 155
Sadler Rd SR 200 SR A1A 202 Nassau 1.2 2 0 0 2 11 1 0.07 0 3 0 2067 2.07 5 0 1.32 43 54 156
Heckscher Dr I-95 Eastport Rd 25 Duval 3.3 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 0 3 0 50 0.05 5 1 1.16 37 53 157
Riverside Ave I-95 Forest St 48 Duval 0.2 1 0 0 1 5 13 0.63 2 3 0 3319 3.32 0 0 1.49 48 53 158
Mathews Bridge Downtown Jacksonville University Blvd 101 Duval 1.7 1 0 0 1 5 7 0.36 3 3 0 1381 1.38 0 1 1.48 48 53 159
US 17 CR 108 St. Marys River 191 Nassau 4.6 1 0 2 7 37 0 0.00 0 0 0 7 0.01 5 0 0.50 16 53 160
SR 207 Elkton I-95 278 St. Johns 1.6 0 0 1 3 16 3 0.14 3 0 0 94 0.09 5 0 1.14 37 53 161
I-95 St. Augustine Rd I-295 28 Duval 1.5 2 0 0 2 11 13 0.63 5 0 0 750 0.75 0 1 1.28 41 52 162
Downtown Jacksonville Bay St Jessie St 46 Duval 0.6 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 4 2 0 642 0.64 0 0 1.26 41 52 163
Pages Dairy Rd US 17 Chester Rd 186 Nassau 4.0 3 0 1 6 32 0 0.00 0 3 0 300 0.30 0 0 0.63 20 52 164
NE Clay Co. Ridgewood Jennings State Forest 265 Clay 6.9 0 1 0 5 26 8 0.39 0 1 0 86 0.09 5 0 0.81 26 52 165
Florida Blvd Atlantic Blvd SR A1A 33 Duval 1.6 0 0 0 0 0 10 0.51 0 3 0 3171 3.17 5 1 1.59 51 51 166
NE Duval Co. Yellow Bluff Rd Cedar Point Rd 55 Duval 6.0 1 0 0 1 5 35 1.74 5 0 0 79 0.08 0 0 1.44 46 51 167
Selva Marina Dr Seminole Rd Saturiba Dr 114 Duval 0.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 2 0 4393 4.39 0 0 1.44 46 51 168
Riverside  Roosevelt Blvd Downtown Jacksonville 115 Duval 1.6 1 0 0 1 5 8 0.41 3 3 0 890 0.89 0 1 1.44 46 51 169
SR 206 I-95 US 1 241 St. Johns 1.5 0 1 0 5 26 21 1.05 0 0 0 127 0.13 5 0 0.78 25 51 170
I-95 Forsyth St State St 15 Duval 0.5 1 0 0 1 5 16 0.80 3 3 0 0 0.00 0 0 1.40 45 50 171
Downtown Jacksonville Bay St State St 44 Duval 0.6 1 0 0 1 5 24 1.19 2 3 0 634 0.63 0 1 1.41 45 50 172
NE Duval Co. Cedar Point Rd Sawpit Creek 122 Duval 1.4 1 0 0 1 5 30 1.51 5 0 0 38 0.04 0 0 1.38 45 50 173
CR 209 Bayard Rd US 17 214 Clay 2.3 1 0 1 4 21 31 1.55 0 0 0 35 0.04 5 0 0.89 29 50 174
Double Branch Creek Little Black Creek Branan Field Rd 264 Clay 4.3 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 1 0 351 0.35 5 0 0.73 24 50 175
Race Track Rd SR 13 Bishop Estates Rd 142 St. Johns 2.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.02 3 3 0 1432 1.43 0 0 1.35 44 49 176
SR 16 CR 13A I-95 168 St. Johns 4.8 1 1 0 6 32 0 0.02 0 0 0 112 0.11 5 0 0.52 17 49 177
College Dr Doctors Inlet Rd Blanding Blvd 207 Clay 2.7 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 3 0 1656 1.66 0 0 1.37 44 49 178
Eastern Clay Co. SR 16 Russell Rd 268 Clay 7.7 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 1 0 179 0.18 5 0 0.72 23 49 179
Central Duval Co. J. Turner Butler Blvd Touchton Rd 274 Duval 2.5 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 2 2 0 586 0.59 0 0 0.86 28 49 180
Hood Landing Rd/St. Augustine Rd Julington Creek Rd San Jose Blvd 90 Duval 4.9 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.04 2 3 0 2643 2.64 0 1 1.32 43 48 181
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A Race Track Rd 140 St. Johns 6.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.01 3 1 0 289 0.29 5 0 1.33 43 48 182
US 17 Crandall Rd CR 108 258 Nassau 1.1 0 0 2 6 32 0 0.00 0 0 0 4 0.00 5 0 0.50 16 48 183
Durbin Creek Blvd Race Track Rd Race Track Rd 131 St. Johns 3.0 2 0 0 2 11 15 0.74 1 3 0 1402 1.40 0 0 1.13 36 47 184
Henley Rd SR 218 Russell Rd 27 Clay 3.3 2 0 0 2 11 9 0.43 4 0 0 1753 1.75 0 0 1.08 35 46 185
Girvin Rd Atlantic Blvd Wonderwood Dr 208 Duval 3.0 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 2 0 0 297 0.30 5 0 0.93 30 46 186
Nassau River US 1 US 17 277 Nassau 17.4 0 0 1 3 16 34 1.68 0 0 0 66 0.07 5 0 0.93 30 46 187
McCormick Rd Kernan Blvd Mt. Pleasant Rd 77 Duval 0.5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 5 0 0 2507 2.51 0 0 1.25 40 45 188
Beach Blvd W side Pablo Creek E side Pablo Creek 38 Duval 0.2 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 3 0 1033 1.03 5 0 1.20 39 44 189
Doctors Lake Dr Peoria Rd Kingsley Ave 220 Clay 4.3 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 1 3 0 2318 2.32 0 0 1.03 33 44 190
Doctors Inlet Rd Knight Boxx Rd College Dr 223 Clay 1.3 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 2 3 0 148 0.15 0 0 1.01 33 44 191
NW St. Johns Co. CR 210 Race Track Rd 249 St. Johns 4.6 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 514 0.51 5 0 0.55 18 44 192
Yellow Bluff Rd Faye Rd New Berlin Rd 51 Duval 1.7 1 0 0 1 5 5 0.27 3 0 0 172 0.17 5 0 1.18 38 43 193
Central St. Johns Co. I-95 Fort Peyton 243 St. Johns 2.3 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 246 0.25 5 0 0.53 17 43 194
St. Marks Pond St. Marks Pond St. Marks Pond 253 St. Johns 2.8 0 1 0 5 26 3 0.13 0 0 0 42 0.04 5 0 0.54 17 43 195
Kernan Blvd Beach Blvd McCormick Rd 1 Duval 5.7 1 0 0 1 5 10 0.48 3 1 0 1885 1.88 0 1 1.16 37 42 196
Eastern Duval Co. Monument Rd Mt. Pleasant Rd 42 Duval 1.1 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 0 0 3639 3.64 0 0 1.16 37 42 197
Northern St. Johns Co. CR 210 Race Track Rd 130 St. Johns 3.6 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 1 3 0 52 0.05 0 0 0.81 26 42 198
US 1 SR 206 Moses Creek 242 St. Johns 1.0 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 43 0.04 5 0 0.50 16 42 199
NW St. Johns Co. Greenbriar Rd N of Greenbriar Rd 245 St. Johns 0.5 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 41 0.04 5 0 0.50 16 42 200
US 1 CR 210 CR 210 246 St. Johns 0.6 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 9 0.01 5 0 0.50 16 42 201
NW St. Johns Co. Trout Creek I-95 248 St. Johns 2.7 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 15 0.01 5 0 0.50 16 42 202
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From To  ID LENGTH PL RD TOTAL
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NW Clay Co. Western Greenbelt Jennings State Forest 263 Clay 2.2 0 1 0 5 26 0 0.00 0 0 0 63 0.06 5 0 0.51 16 42 203
US 17 Yellow Bluff Rd Nassau River 54 Duval 2.1 1 0 1 4 21 9 0.44 0 0 0 100 0.10 5 0 0.62 20 41 204
Nassau Sound Big Talbot Island State Park Nassau Co.   59 Duv/Nass 1.5 1 0 0 1 5 25 1.24 4 0 0 6 0.01 0 0 1.11 36 41 205
Penman Rd Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 112 Duval 2.5 1 0 0 1 5 9 0.46 0 3 0 3477 3.48 0 1 1.11 36 41 206
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A Fruit Cove 150 St. Johns 6.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 0 0 151 0.15 5 0 1.12 36 41 207
SW Duval Co. Chaffee Rd Clay Co. line 276 Duval 4.1 0 0 1 3 16 21 1.04 0 0 0 257 0.26 5 0 0.79 25 41 208
Yellow Bluff Rd Deese Rd US 17 53 Duval 1.7 1 0 0 1 5 46 2.28 0 0 0 186 0.19 5 0 1.09 35 40 209
I-295 vicinity Beaver St Pritchard Rd 65 Duval 3.4 1 0 0 1 5 3 0.17 2 3 0 533 0.53 0 0 1.10 35 40 210
Baymeadows Rd Southside Blvd SR 9A 273 Duval 0.5 0 0 1 3 16 10 0.50 3 0 0 145 0.14 0 0 0.74 24 40 211
Eastport Rd/Faye Rd US 17 SR 9A 6 Duval 4.5 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.06 2 3 0 422 0.42 0 0 1.06 34 39 212
CR 16A CR 210 SR 16 139 St. Johns 6.5 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 53 0.05 5 0 0.71 23 39 213
Moses Creek US 1 Matanzas River 172 St. Johns 2.9 1 0 0 1 5 64 3.20 1 0 0 492 0.49 0 0 1.05 34 39 214
Alligator/Boggy/Nassau/Lofton NE of Callahan O'Neil 184 Nassau 32.6 1 0 0 1 5 27 1.36 0 1 0 155 0.16 5 0 1.06 34 39 215
SR 218 Penney Farms Henley Rd 205 Clay 3.4 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 59 0.06 5 0 0.71 23 39 216
Russell Rd Henley Rd US 17 210 Clay 7.1 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 251 0.25 5 0 0.72 23 39 217
SR 16 Kingsley Penney Farms 215 Clay 8.4 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 83 0.08 5 0 0.71 23 39 218
W of Green Cove Springs CR 315A Colonial Dr 230 Clay 0.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 2 0 557 0.56 0 0 1.06 34 39 219
Gross RR NE of Callahan Gross 259 Nassau 12.4 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 43 0.04 5 0 0.70 23 39 220
Northern Nassau Co. SR 200 Gross 261 Nassau 7.1 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 39 0.04 5 0 0.70 23 39 221
Mandarin Rd San Jose Blvd San Jose Blvd 17 Duval 4.7 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 4 0 0 1481 1.48 0 1 1.00 32 37 222
US 17 SR 9A New Berlin Rd 280 Duval 0.3 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 3 0 561 0.56 0 0 0.66 21 37 223
Jacksonville Beach J. Turner Butler Blvd Osceola St 83 Duval 0.9 1 0 0 1 5 6 0.31 0 2 0 4797 4.80 0 0 0.96 31 36 224
Central Clay Co. Ravines Conservation Area Lake Asbury 229 Clay 6.0 1 0 0 1 5 1 0.03 1 1 0 413 0.41 5 0 0.95 31 36 225
Little Black Creek S of Doctors Inlet Rd N of Doctors Inlet Rd 238 Clay 4.4 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 1 3 0 1228 1.23 0 0 0.92 30 35 226
Plummer Rd Nassau Co. line Old Kings Rd 82 Duval 6.0 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 2 0 63 0.06 5 0 0.91 29 34 227
Buckman Bridge US 17 San Jose Blvd 104 Duval 3.8 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 3 1 0 509 0.51 0 1 0.90 29 34 228
14th St Amelia Island Pkwy Sadler Rd 200 Nassau 1.4 2 0 0 2 11 1 0.03 0 3 0 942 0.94 0 0 0.70 23 34 229
Northern Clay Co. Old Jennings Rd Duval Co. line 233 Clay 4.5 1 0 0 1 5 70 3.52 0 0 0 67 0.07 0 0 0.89 29 34 230
NE Nassau Co. Piney Island SR A1A 194 Nassau 3.0 2 0 0 2 11 16 0.79 0 2 0 930 0.93 0 0 0.69 22 33 231
Northern Nassau Co. US 1 I-95 262 Nassau 8.5 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 0 0 7 0.01 5 0 0.50 16 32 232
JEA easement Gate Pkwy St. Johns Bluff Rd 272 Duval 1.4 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 2 0 813 0.81 0 0 0.48 15 31 233
Simmons Rd Amelia Ave SR A1A 201 Nassau 0.9 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 2 0 2013 2.01 0 0 0.60 19 30 234
JEA easement W of Kernan Blvd E of Kernan Blvd 271 Duval 0.4 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 2173 2.17 0 0 0.42 14 30 235
Western Duval Co. Jax-Baldwin Trail US 301 99 Duval 3.0 1 0 0 1 5 2 0.08 0 1 5 64 0.06 0 0 0.73 24 29 236
Heckscher Dr I-95 US 17 111 Duval 0.7 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 3 0 800 0.80 0 1 0.73 24 29 237
Joe Ashton Rd CR 208 CR 13 169 St. Johns 3.2 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 1 0 66 0.07 5 0 0.71 23 28 238
SR 21 SR 16 Middleburg 226 Clay 4.3 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 172 0.17 5 0 0.52 17 28 239
CR 315/Geiger Rd SR 16 US 17 234 Clay 4.1 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 1 0 229 0.23 5 0 0.72 23 28 240
Heckscher Dr Eastport Rd SR 9A 80 Duval 3.0 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 132 0.13 5 0 0.51 16 27 241
Shindler Dr Collins Rd 103rd St 92 Duval 3.0 2 0 0 2 11 13 0.63 0 1 0 1452 1.45 0 0 0.50 16 27 242
Picolata Rd CR 13A Pacetti Rd 155 St. Johns 0.3 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 106 0.11 5 0 0.51 16 27 243
Old Jennings Rd Branan Field Rd College Dr 206 Clay 3.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 1 2 0 923 0.92 0 0 0.69 22 27 244
Green Cove Springs Green Cove Springs Park Bayard 231 Clay 2.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 3 0 922 0.92 0 0 0.69 22 27 245
Central Duval Co. Heckscher Dr New Berlin Rd 62 Duval 3.2 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 2 1 0 430 0.43 0 0 0.64 21 26 246
Old Middleburg Rd Clay Co. line 103rd St 67 Duval 4.4 1 0 0 1 5 15 0.74 1 1 0 663 0.66 0 0 0.65 21 26 247
Dames Point Bartram Island Heckscher Dr 74 Duval 2.3 1 0 0 1 5 4 0.21 2 1 0 64 0.06 0 0 0.66 21 26 248
Picketville I-95 New Kings Rd 61 Duval 3.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 2 1 0 174 0.17 0 0 0.62 20 25 249
International Golf Pkwy I-95 US 1 153 St. Johns 4.5 1 0 0 1 5 50 2.48 0 0 0 18 0.02 0 0 0.62 20 25 250
US 1 Duval Co. line Callahan 178 Nassau 5.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 3 0 278 0.28 0 0 0.63 20 25 251
Eastern Nassau Co. Pages Dairy Rd Crandall   256 Nassau 6.7 0 0 1 3 16 4 0.20 0 1 0 65 0.07 0 0 0.26 8 24 252
Eastern Nassau Co. Pages Dairy Rd Blackrock Rd 257 Nassau 2.1 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 1 0 219 0.22 0 0 0.22 7 23 253
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Chester Rd/Blackrock Rd SR 200 SR 200 185 Nassau 8.8 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 0 0 0 190 0.19 0 0 0.02 1 22 254
Eastern Nassau Co. SR 200 Nassau River 190 Nassau 7.1 1 0 0 1 5 9 0.43 0 2 0 368 0.37 0 0 0.54 17 22 255
Knight Boxx Rd Old Jennings Rd Blanding Blvd 212 Clay 0.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 1 1 0 1269 1.27 0 0 0.53 17 22 256
SR 215 Kingsley SR 21 232 Clay 4.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 235 0.24 5 0 0.52 17 22 257
Eastern Clay Co. Henley Rd Geiger Rd 235 Clay 4.8 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 252 0.25 5 0 0.53 17 22 258
Acree Rd Old Kings Rd Nassau Co. line 81 Duval 3.2 1 0 0 1 5 40 2.01 0 0 0 36 0.04 0 0 0.51 16 21 259
Durbin Creek Blvd Plantation Park Julington Creek Plantation Park 143 St. Johns 1.5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 2 0 951 0.95 0 0 0.50 16 21 260
Tocoi Rd CR 13A I-95 157 St. Johns 5.7 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.01 0 0 0 19 0.02 5 0 0.50 16 21 261
Crandall Rd US 17 Crandall 187 Nassau 3.7 1 0 1 4 21 0 0.00 0 0 0 23 0.02 0 0 0.00 0 21 262
Doctors Inlet Rd Russell Rd Knight Boxx Rd 211 Clay 1.1 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 1 0 1093 1.09 0 0 0.31 10 21 263
Russell Rd Henley Rd Doctors Inlet Rd 209 Clay 1.3 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 1 0 712 0.71 0 0 0.27 9 20 264
N of SR 200 E of US 17 Blackrock Rd 195 Nassau 4.6 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 2 0 227 0.23 0 0 0.42 14 19 265
US 301 SR 218 Duval Co. line 203 Clay 2.5 1 0 0 1 5 35 1.75 0 0 0 73 0.07 0 0 0.44 14 19 266
CR 107 Nassauville O'Neil 189 Nassau 3.0 3 0 0 3 16 0 0.02 0 0 0 206 0.21 0 0 0.03 1 17 267
US 17 Oakridge Ave CR 209 225 Clay 2.5 2 0 0 2 11 11 0.57 0 0 0 51 0.05 0 0 0.15 5 16 268
CR 108 Lessie Rd US 17 260 Nassau 10.7 0 0 1 3 16 0 0.00 0 0 0 16 0.02 0 0 0.00 0 16 269
S of J Turner Butler Blvd SR 9A St. Johns Co. line 30 Duval 4.3 1 0 0 1 5 5 0.26 0 1 0 49 0.05 0 0 0.27 9 14 270
Nassauville Wilder Blvd CR 107 192 Nassau 1.7 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 160 0.16 0 0 0.02 1 12 271
CR 16A SR 13 CR 210 135 St. Johns 0.6 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 114 0.11 0 0 0.01 0 11 272
CR 210 CR 16A Greenbriar Rd 136 St. Johns 2.9 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.00 0 0 0 41 0.04 0 0 0.00 0 11 273
CR 13A Tocoi Rd Picolata Rd 156 St. Johns 3.8 2 0 0 2 11 0 0.02 0 0 0 74 0.07 0 0 0.01 0 11 274
Springbank Rd Peters Creek SR 16 237 Clay 2.3 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 1 0 33 0.03 0 0 0.20 6 11 275
Southern Nassau Co. Nassau River Alligator Creek 193 Nassau 3.8 1 0 0 1 5 12 0.58 0 0 0 132 0.13 0 0 0.16 5 10 276
Central Duval Co. Heckscher Dr Faye Rd 63 Duval 1.7 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 158 0.16 0 0 0.02 1 6 277
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A CR 210 161 St. Johns 2.9 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 62 0.06 0 0 0.01 0 5 278
Branan Field Rd Old Jennings Rd Duval Co. line 204 Clay 5.2 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 141 0.14 0 0 0.01 0 5 279
Eastern Clay Co. Springbank Rd US 17 236 Clay 4.5 1 0 0 1 5 0 0.00 0 0 0 46 0.05 0 0 0.01 0 5 280

LEGEND:
PV = public votes

CP = adopted County plan votes

AH = ad hoc committee votes

VT = vote total

VS = vote score (50% of total score)

PL % = percent of segment passing through identified public lands

PL = public lands score

P = parks score

S = schools score

C  = connectivity score

RD p/mi2 = population per square mile of surrounnding area

RD = residential density score 

R = "regional" corridor score

T = transit connectivity score

ET = evaluation total

ES = evaluation score (50% of total score)
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Appendix B: Identified Clay County Corridors

From To  
(S or W) (N or E)

Ates Creek SW Clay Co. Middleburg 128
Black Creek/Little Black Creek St. Johns River Duval Co. line 72
Blanding Blvd Middleburg Doctors Inlet Rd 76
Branan Field Rd Old Jennings Rd Duval Co. line 279
Central Clay Co. Ravines Conservation Area Lake Asbury 225
College Dr Doctors Inlet Rd Blanding Blvd 178
CR 209 Bayard Rd US 17 174
CR 315/Geiger Rd SR 16 US 17 240
Doctors Inlet Rd College Dr US 17 66
Doctors Inlet Rd Knight Boxx Rd College Dr 191
Doctors Inlet Rd Russell Rd Knight Boxx Rd 263
Doctors Lake Dr Peoria Rd Kingsley Ave 190
Double Branch Creek Little Black Creek Branan Field Rd 175
Eastern Clay Co. Penney Farms Black Creek Trail 127
Eastern Clay Co. SR 16 Russell Rd 179
Eastern Clay Co. Henley Rd Geiger Rd 258
Eastern Clay Co. Springbank Rd US 17 280
Green Cove Springs Green Cove Springs Park Bayard 245
Grog Branch origin Blanding Blvd 106
Henley Rd SR 218 Russell Rd 185
Knight Boxx Rd Old Jennings Rd Blanding Blvd 256
Little Black Creek S of Doctors Inlet Rd N of Doctors Inlet Rd 226
NE Clay Co. Middleburg Ridgewood 105
NE Clay Co. Ridgewood Jennings State Forest 165
Northern Clay Co. Old Jennings Rd Duval Co. line 230
NW Clay Co. Western Greenbelt Jennings State Forest 203
Old Jennings Rd Branan Field Rd College Dr 244
Russell Rd Henley Rd US 17 217
Russell Rd Henley Rd Doctors Inlet Rd 264
Springbank Rd Peters Creek SR 16 275
SR 16 Adams Rd Green Cove Springs 136
SR 16 US 17 Shands Bridge 150
SR 16 Kingsley Penney Farms 218
SR 21 SR 16 Middleburg 239
SR 215 Kingsley SR 21 257
SR 218 Penney Farms Henley Rd 216
US 17 CR 209 SR 16 99
US 17 Oakridge Ave CR 209 268
US 17 Green Cove Springs Black Creek Trail 2
US 17 Black Creek Trail Duval Co. Line 19
US 301 SR 218 Duval Co. line 266
W of Green Cove Springs CR 315A Colonial Dr 219
Western Clay Co. SR 16 Duval Co. line 100

Location RANK



Appendix B: Identified Duval County Corridors

From To  
(S or W) (N or E)

103rd St Blanding Blvd Roosevelt Blvd 47
103rd St Normandy Blvd Blanding Blvd 74
20th St New Kings Rd Talleyrand Ave 85
8th St I-95 Talleyrand Ave 53
Acree Rd Old Kings Rd Nassau Co. line 259
Arlington Rd/Lone Star Rd University Blvd Regency Square Mall 116
Atlantic Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 10
Atlantic Blvd University Blvd SR 9A 37
Atlantic Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 97
Baymeadows Rd Southside Blvd SR 9A 211
Beach Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 29
Beach Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 137
Beach Blvd W side Pablo Creek E side Pablo Creek 189
Beaches J. Turner Butler Blvd Atlantic Blvd 82
Beaver St Myrtle Ave I-95 129
Blanding Blvd Clay Co. Line Cedar River 22
Blanding Blvd Doctors Inlet Rd I-295 67
Buckman Bridge US 17 San Jose Blvd 228
Cassat Ave/Edgewood Ave Blanding Blvd US 1 111
Cedar Point Rd New Berlin Rd Sawpit Rd 36
Cedar Point Rd Pumpkin Hill Rd Sawpit Rd 57
Central Duval Co. Downtown Jacksonville Jax-Baldwin Trail 3
Central Duval Co. Westside Park Jax-Baldwin Trail 21
Central Duval Co. FCC-Kent Picketville 69
Central Duval Co. Tomahawk Park Skinner Park 131
Central Duval Co. Ortega River Downtown Jacksonville 139
Central Duval Co. J. Turner Butler Blvd Touchton Rd 180
Central Duval Co. Heckscher Dr New Berlin Rd 246
Central Duval Co. Heckscher Dr Faye Rd 277
Chaffee Rd 103rd St Whitehouse 45
Collins Rd Shindler Dr Roosevelt Blvd 132
Commonwealth Ave Jones Rd Lane Ave 138
Dames Point Fort Caroline Rd Bartram Island 93
Dames Point Bartram Island Heckscher Dr 248
Downtown Jacksonville Main St Washington St 95
Downtown Jacksonville I-95 Talleyrand Ave 110
Downtown Jacksonville Confederate Park Henry J. Klutho Park 121
Downtown Jacksonville Broad St Liberty St 145
Downtown Jacksonville Bay St Jessie St 163
Downtown Jacksonville Bay St State St 172
Duval/Nassau Co. St. Johns River St. Marys River 41
Eastern Duval Co. UNF Mayport 64
Eastern Duval Co. UNF Beach Blvd 143
Eastern Duval Co. Monument Rd Mt. Pleasant Rd 197
Eastport Rd/Faye Rd US 17 SR 9A 212
Edgewood Ave US 1 I-95 33
Florida Blvd Atlantic Blvd SR A1A 166
FPL corridor SR 9A San Pablo Rd 107
Ft. Caroline/McCormick/Wonderwood University Blvd Mayport Rd 15
Gate Pkwy/Touchton Rd St. Johns Center Southside area 144

Location RANK



Appendix B: Identified Duval County Corridors

From To  
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Gateway Golfair Blvd RR line 83
Girvin Rd Atlantic Blvd Wonderwood Dr 186
Heckscher Dr I-295 Fanning Island 52
Heckscher Dr I-95 Eastport Rd 157
Heckscher Dr I-95 US 17 237
Heckscher Dr Eastport Rd SR 9A 241
Hodges Blvd Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 114
Hood Landing Rd/St. Augustine Rd Julington Creek Rd San Jose Blvd 181
I-295 vicinity Beaver St Pritchard Rd 210
I-95 Downtown Jacksonville US 1   38
I-95 St. Augustine Rd I-295 162
I-95 Forsyth St State St 171
J. Turner Butler Blvd Intracoastal Waterway SR A1A 86
J. Turner Butler Blvd US 1 Southside Blvd 89
J. Turner Butler Blvd SR 9A Intracoastal Waterway 96
J. Turner Butler Blvd Southside Blvd SR 9A 108
Jacksonville Beach J. Turner Butler Blvd Osceola St 224
Jacksonville Riverfront Broad St Alltel Stadium 153
JEA easement Baymeadows Rd Kernan Blvd 51
JEA easement Gate Pkwy St. Johns Bluff Rd 233
JEA easement W of Kernan Blvd E of Kernan Blvd 235
Julington Creek Race Track Rd San Jose Blvd 16
Kernan Blvd J. Turner Butler Blvd McCormick Rd 17
Kernan Blvd Beach Blvd McCormick Rd 196
Lenox Ave Normandy Blvd Roosevelt Expy 134
Liberty St Downtown Jacksonville Evergreen Cemetery 115
Loretto Rd/Greenland Rd San Jose Blvd US 1 73
Main St Downtown Jacksonville Trout River 28
Main St 8th St 20th St 58
Main St Trout River Heckscher Dr 94
Mandarin Rd San Jose Blvd San Jose Blvd 222
Mathews Bridge Downtown Jacksonville University Blvd 159
Mayport Blvd Atlantic Blvd Hanna Park 44
McCormick Rd Monument Rd Kernan Blvd 151
McCormick Rd Kernan Blvd Mt. Pleasant Rd 188
McCormick Rd/Wonderwood Dr St. Johns Bluff Rd Hanna Park 43
Nassau Sound Big Talbot Island State Park Nassau Co.   205
NE Duval Co. Deep Creek Sawpit Creek 48
NE Duval Co. Cedar Point Creek Sawpit Creek 59
NE Duval Co. Donner Mayport 101
NE Duval Co. Yellow Bluff Rd Cedar Point Rd 167
NE Duval Co. Cedar Point Rd Sawpit Creek 173
Northern Duval Co. Broward River Nassau River 130
Old Middleburg Rd Clay Co. line 103rd St 247
Penman Rd Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 206
Picketville I-95 New Kings Rd 249
Plummer Rd Nassau Co. line Old Kings Rd 227
Powers Ave Baybeadows Rd University Blvd 117
Riverside  Roosevelt Blvd Downtown Jacksonville 169
Riverside Ave I-95 Forest St 158
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From To  
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Roosevelt Blvd I-295 103rd St 31
Roosevelt Blvd Jax NAS Park St 68
Roosevelt Blvd 103rd St Ortega River 112
S of J Turner Butler Blvd SR 9A St. Johns Co. line 270
San Jose area San Jose Blvd J. Turner Butler Blvd 24
San Jose Blvd I-295 Baymeadows Rd 20
San Jose Blvd Baymeadows Rd University Blvd 23
San Jose Blvd University Blvd Downtown Jacksonville 32
San Jose Blvd Julington Creek I-295 54
San Pablo Rd/Girvin Rd Beach Blvd Wonderwood Dr 79
Selva Marina Dr Seminole Rd Saturiba Dr 168
Shindler Dr Collins Rd 103rd St 242
Southern Duval Co. Collins Rd 103d St 140
Southern Duval Co. (over river) Buckman Bridge 103rd St 146
Springfield Downtown Jacksonville US Alt. 1 26
Springfield Metropolitan Park Brentwood Park 39
SR 13 St. Augustine Rd Baymeadows Rd 88
SR 9A Beach Blvd Atlantic Blvd 120
SR A1A Mayport Ferry Little Talbot Island 5
SR A1A Little Talbot Island Nassau Co. line 8
SR A1A St. Johns Co. line Mayport 14
SR A1A/Sherry Dr Jarboe Park Howell Park 152
St. Augustine Rd San Jose Blvd Philips Hwy 122
St. Johns River Mayport   Fanning Island 92
SW Duval Co. Clay Co. line Jax-Baldwin Trail 12
SW Duval Co. Chaffee Rd Clay Co. line 208
UNF St. Johns Bluff Rd Kernan Blvd 84
University Blvd Arlington River St. Johns River 42
US 17 New Berlin Rd Yellow Bluff Rd 142
US 17 Yellow Bluff Rd Nassau River 204
US 17 SR 9A New Berlin Rd 223
US 17 Heckscher Dr SR 9A 81
Western Duval Co. Cecil Field US 1 @ Plummer 30
Western Duval Co. Jax-Baldwin Trail US 301 236
Yellow Bluff Rd New Berlin Rd Deese Rd 148
Yellow Bluff Rd Faye Rd New Berlin Rd 193
Yellow Bluff Rd Deese Rd US 17 209



Appendix B: Identified Nassau County Corridors

From To  
(S or W) (N or E)

14th St Amelia Island Pkwy Sadler Rd 229
Alligator/Boggy/Nassau/Lofton NE of Callahan O'Neil 215
Amelia Island Pkwy SR A1A SR 200 125
Chester Rd/Blackrock Rd SR 200 SR 200 254
CR 107 Nassauville O'Neil 267
CR 108 Lessie Rd US 17 269
Crandall Rd US 17 Crandall 262
Duval/Nassau Co. St. Johns River St. Marys River 41
Eastern Nassau Co. Pages Dairy Rd Crandall   252
Eastern Nassau Co. Pages Dairy Rd Blackrock Rd 253
Eastern Nassau Co. SR 200 Nassau River 255
Gross RR NE of Callahan Gross 220
N of SR 200 E of US 17 Blackrock Rd 265
Nassau River US 1 US 17 187
Nassau Sound Big Talbot Island State Park Nassau Co.   205
Nassauville Wilder Blvd CR 107 271
NE Nassau Co. Piney Island SR A1A 231
Northern Nassau Co. SR 200 Gross 221
Northern Nassau Co. US 1 I-95 232
Pages Dairy Rd US 17 Chester Rd 164
Sadler Rd SR 200 SR A1A 156
SE Nassau Co. Fort George Island Nassau Sound 80
Simmons Rd Amelia Ave SR A1A 234
Southern Nassau Co. Nassau River Alligator Creek 276
SR 200 US 17 CR 107 46
SR 200 Amelia River Sadler Rd 55
SR 200 CR 107 Amelia River 75
SR 200 Callahan Yulee 124
SR 200 I-95 US 17 149
SR A1A Amelia City Fort Clinch State Park 7
SR A1A Duval Co. line Amelia City 11
US 1 Duval Co. line Callahan 251
US 17 Yulee Crandall Rd 87
US 17 Nassau River Yulee 98
US 17 CR 108 St. Marys River 160
US 17 Crandall Rd CR 108 183

Location RANK



Appendix B: Identified St. Johns County Corridors

From To  
(S or W) (N or E)

Bishop Estates Rd Orange Ave Race Track Rd 154
Central St. Johns Co. SR 206 SR 16 77
Central St. Johns Co. SR 207 CR 214 91
Central St. Johns Co. SR 206 SR 207 126
Central St. Johns Co. Picolata Rd SR 16 141
Central St. Johns Co. I-95 Fort Peyton 194
CR 13 CR 208 Shands Bridge 18
CR 13A Tocoi Rd Picolata Rd 274
CR 16A CR 210 SR 16 213
CR 16A SR 13 CR 210 272
CR 210 Greenbriar Rd I-95 90
CR 210 I-95 US 1 109
CR 210 CR 16A Greenbriar Rd 273
CR 214 I-95 Downtown St. Augustine 27
Durbin Creek I-95 Julington Creek 63
Durbin Creek Blvd Race Track Rd Race Track Rd 184
Durbin Creek Blvd Plantation Park Julington Creek Plantation Park 260
Four Mile Rd SR 16 Volusia St 62
Greenbriar Rd SR 13 CR 210 133
Guana River/Tolomato River St. Augustine  Palm Valley 34
International Golf Pkwy Pacetti Rd I-95 102
International Golf Pkwy I-95 US 1 250
Joe Ashton Rd CR 208 CR 13 238
Julington Creek Race Track Rd San Jose Blvd 16
Mickler Rd Palm Valley Mickler's Landing 60
Moses Creek US 1 Matanzas River 214
Northern St. Johns Co. St. Johns River Guana River State Park 70
Northern St. Johns Co. CR 210 Race Track Rd 198
NW St. Johns Co. SR 16 Race Track Rd 56
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A Race Track Rd 182
NW St. Johns Co. CR 210 Race Track Rd 192
NW St. Johns Co. Greenbriar Rd N of Greenbriar Rd 200
NW St. Johns Co. Trout Creek I-95 202
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A Fruit Cove 207
NW St. Johns Co. CR 16A CR 210 278
Pacetti Rd Picolata Rd SR 16 135
Palm Valley Rd US 1 Mickler Rd 49
Picolata Rd Picolata CR 13A 103
Picolata Rd CR 13A Pacetti Rd 243
Race Track Rd SR 13 Bishop Estates Rd 176
Roberts Rd Greenbriar Rd SR 13 50
Shands Bridge Clay Co. line SR 13 40
Shore Rd Jasmine Rd Swallow Rd 118
SR 13 Shands Bridge Greenbriar Rd 13
SR 13 Roberts Rd Race Track Rd 25
SR 13 Race Track Rd Julington Creek 71
SR 13 Greenbriar Rd Roberts Rd 78
SR 16 I-95 Four Mile Rd 104
SR 16 I-95 Pacetti Rd 123
SR 16 CR 16A Pacetti Rd 155

Location RANK



Appendix B: Identified St. Johns County Corridors

From To  
(S or W) (N or E)Location RANK

SR 16 CR 13A I-95 177
SR 206 I-95 US 1 170
SR 207 I-95 US 1 65
SR 207 Elkton I-95 161
SR A1A Vilano Bridge Mickler's Landing 1
SR A1A St. Augustine Beach Vilano Bridge 4
SR A1A Mickler's Landing Duval Co. line 6
SR A1A SR 206 St. Augustine Beach 9
St. Johns Co. Fruit Cove St. Augustine  35
St. Johns Co. Fruit Cove W of St. Augustine 113
St. Marks Pond St. Marks Pond St. Marks Pond 195
Tocoi Rd CR 13A I-95 261
US 1 SR 206 Moses Creek 199
US 1 CR 210 CR 210 201
US 1 SR 206 SR 312 61
Western St. Johns Co. Sixmile Creek CR 210 119
Western St. Johns Co. (over river) CR 208 CR 13 147
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TECHNICAL REFERENCE: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF SERVICE 

MODEL TECHNICAL BACKGROUND 

 

The Bicycle Level of Service Model 

The statistically-calibrated mathematical equation entitled the Bicycle Level of Service 

(Bicycle LOS)
1

 Model (Version 3.0) is used for the evaluation of bicycling conditions. This model 

is one of the most accurate methods of evaluating the bicycling conditions of shared roadway 

environments.  It uses the same measurable traffic and roadway factors that transportation 

planners and engineers use for other travel modes.  With statistical precision, the Model clearly 

reflects the effect on bicycling suitability or “compatibility” due to factors such as roadway 

width, bike lane widths and striping combinations, traffic volume, pavement surface conditions, 

motor vehicles speed and type, and on-street parking.  The Bicycle Level of Service Model is 

based on the research documented in Transportation Research Record 1578 published by the 

Transportation Research Board of the National Academy of Sciences.  It was developed with a 

background of over 100,000 miles of evaluated urban, suburban, and rural roads and streets 

across North America.  Many urbanized area-planning agencies and state highway departments 

are using this established method of evaluating their roadway networks.  These include 

Anchorage AK, Baltimore MD, Birmingham AL, Buffalo NY, Gainesville FL, Houston TX, 

Philadelphia PA, Lexington KY, Sacramento CA, Springfield MA, Tampa FL, as well as the 

Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT), Florida Department of Transportation 

(FDOT), New York State Department of Transportation (NYDOT), Maryland Department of 

Transportation (MDOT) and many others. 

 

Version 3.0 of the Bicycle Level of Service Model (Bicycle LOS Model) is the current 

version being used to evaluate and/or design the roads and streets throughout the United 

States.  Its form is shown below: 

 
Bicycle LOS = a1ln (Vol15/Ln) + a2SPt(1+10.38HV)

2
 + a3(1/PR5)

2
 + a4 (We)

2
 + C 

 

Where: 

Vol15 = Volume of directional traffic in 15 minute time period 

 

Vol15 = (ADT x D x Kd) / (4 x PHF) 

 

where: 

ADT =  Average Daily Traffic on the segment or link 

D =  Directional Factor (assumed = 0.565) 

Kd =  Peak to Daily Factor (assumed = 0.1) 

PHF =  Peak Hour Factor (assumed = 1.0) 

 

Ln = Total number of directional through lanes 

SPt = Effective speed limit 

 

                                                 
1
 Landis, Bruce W. et.al. “Real-Time Human Perceptions: Toward a Bicycle Level of Service” Transportation 

Research Record 1578, Transportation Research Board, Washington, DC 1997 

 



SPt = 1.1199 ln(SPp - 20) + 0.8103 

 

where: 

SPp = Posted speed limit (a surrogate for average running speed) 

 

HV =  percentage of heavy vehicles (as defined in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual) 

PR5 =  FHWA’s five point pavement surface condition rating (see Figure 2) 

We =  Average effective width of outside through lane: 

 

where: 

We = Wv - (10 ft x % OSPA) and Wl = 0    
2
 

We = Wv + Wl (1 - 2 x % OSPA)  and Wl > 0 & Wps= 0 

We = Wv + Wl - 2 (10 x % OSPA) and Wl > 0 & Wps> 0 

 and a bikelane exists
3
 

 

where: 

Wt =  total width of outside lane (and shoulder) pavement 

OSPA =  percentage of segment with occupied on-street parking 

Wl =  width of paving between the outside lane stripe and the edge of pavement 

Wps =  width of pavement striped for on-street parking 

Wv =  Effective width as a function of traffic volume 

 
and: 

Wv = Wt  if ADT > 4,000veh/day 

Wv = Wt (2-0.00025 x ADT)  if ADT ≤ 4,000veh/day,  

 and if the street/ road is  

 undivided and unstriped 

 

a1: 0.507  a2: 0.199  a3: 7.066  a4: - 0.005  C: 0.760 

 

(a1 - a4) are coefficients established by the multi-variate regression analysis. 

 

The Bicycle LOS score resulting from the final equation is pre-stratified into service 

categories “A, B, C, D, E, and F” (according to the ranges shown in Table 1) reflecting 

users’ perception of the road segments level of service for bicycle travel.  This stratification is in 

accordance with the linear scale established during the referenced research (i.e., the research 

project bicycle participants’ aggregate response to roadway and traffic stimuli).  The Model is 

particularly responsive to the factors that are statistically significant.  An example of its 

sensitivity to various roadway and traffic conditions is provided herein. 

 

                                                 
2
 For metric version, use this equation - We = Wv - (3.05 x % OSPA) 

3 For metric version, use this equation - We = Wv + Wl - 2 (3.05 x % OSPA) 



TABLE 1 Bicycle Level-of-Service Categories 

______________________________________________________ 

LEVEL-OF-SERVICE Bicycle LOS Score 

______________________________________________________ 

A ≤ 1.5 

B > 1.5 and ≤ 2.5 

C > 2.5 and ≤ 3.5 

D > 3.5 and ≤ 4.5 

E > 4.5 and ≤ 5.5 

F > 5.5 

______________________________________________________ 

 

The Bicycle LOS Model is used by planners and engineers throughout the U.S. and 

Canada in a variety of planning and design applications.  The Bicycle LOS Model can be 

used to conduct a benefits comparison among proposed bikeway/roadway cross-sections, 

identify roadway restriping or reconfiguration candidates for bicycle improvements, and to 

prioritize and program roadways for bicycle improvements. 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Bicycle LOS = a1ln (Vol15/Ln) + a2SPt(1+10.38HV)
2
 + a3(1/PR5)

2
 + a4 (We)

2
 + C 

 

a1: 0.507  a2: 0.199  a3: 7.066  a4: -0.005  C: 0.760 

 

Baseline inputs: 

ADT = 12,000 vpd  % HV = 1  L = 2 lanes 

SPp = 40 mph   We = 12 ft  PR5 = 4 (good pavement) 

 

      BLOS   % Change 

Baseline BLOS score (Bicycle LOS)   3.98   N/A 

 

Lane width and lane striping changes (T-statistic = 9.844) 

 

Wt = 10 ft      4.20   6% increase 

Wt = 11 ft      4.09   3% increase 

Wt = 12 ft - - (baseline average) - - - - - - - - 3.98 - - - - - -  no change 

Wt = 13 ft      3.85   3% reduction 

Wt = 14 ft      3.72   7% reduction 

Wt = 15 ft (Wl = 3 ft)     3.57 (3.08)  10% (23%) reduction 

Wt = 16 ft (Wl = 4 ft)     3.42 (2.70)  14% (32%) reduction 

Wt = 17 ft (Wl = 5 ft)     3.25 (2.28)  18% (43%) reduction 

 

Traffic volume (ADT) variations (T-statistic = 5.689) 

ADT =   1,000 Very Low    2.75   31% decrease 

ADT =   5,000 Low     3.54   11% decrease 

ADT = 12,000 Average - (baseline average)  3.98 - - - - -  no change 

ADT = 15,000 High     4.09   3% increase 

ADT = 25,000 Very High    4.35   9% increase 



 

Pavement surface conditions (T-statistic = 4.902) 

PR5 = 2  Poor     5.30   33% increase 

PR5 = 3  Fair     4.32   9% reduction 

PR5 = 4 - - - -  Good - (baseline average) - - 3.98 - - - - - - no change 

PR5 = 5  Very Good    3.82   4% reduction 

 

Heavy vehicles in percentages (Combined speed and heavy vehicles T-statistic = 3.844) 

HV =   0  No Volume    3.80   5% decrease 

HV =   1 - - - - Very Low (baseline average) 3.98 - - - - - -  no change 

HV =   2  Low     4.18   5% increase 

HV =   5  Moderate    4.88   23% increase
a
 

HV = 10  High     6.42   61% increase
a
 

HV = 15  Very High    8.39   111% increase
a
 

 
a
Outside the variable’s range (see Reference (1)) 

 

 

Pavement Condition (PC) - The pavement condition of the motor vehicle travel lane is 

assessed according to the FHWA’s five-point pavement surface condition rating shown below. 

 
RATING PAVEMENT CONDITION 

5.0 (Very Good) 

 

Only new or nearly new pavements are likely to be smooth 

enough and free of cracks and patches to qualify for this category. 

4.0 (Good) 

 

Pavement, although not as smooth as described above, gives a 

first class ride and exhibits signs of surface deterioration 

3.0 (Fair) 

 

Riding qualities are noticeably inferior to those above; may be 

barely tolerable for high-speed traffic.  Defects may include 

rutting, map cracking, and extensive patching. 

2.0 (Poor) 

 

Pavements have deteriorated to such an extent that they affect the 

speed of free-flow traffic.  Flexible pavement has distress over 50 

percent or more of the surface.  Rigid pavement distress includes 

joint spalling, patching, etc. 

1.0 (Very Poor) 

 

Pavements that are in an extremely deteriorated condition. 

Distress occurs over 75 percent or more of the surface. 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation. Highway Performance Monitoring System- 

Field Manual. Federal Highway Administration. Washington, DC, 1987 

 

The Pedestrian Level of Service Model 

The Pedestrian Level of Service (Pedestrian LOS) Model Version 3.0 was used for the evaluation 

of walking conditions.  This model is the most accurate method of evaluating the walking 

conditions within shared roadway environments.  It uses the same measurable traffic and 

roadway factors that transportation planners and engineer’s use for other travel modes. With 

statistical precision, the Model clearly reflects the effect on walking suitability or “compatibility” 

due to factors such as roadway width, presence of sidewalks and intervening buffers, barriers 



within those buffers, traffic volume, motor vehicles speed, and on-street parking.  The form of 

the Pedestrian Level of Service Model, and the definition of its terms are as follows: 
 

Ped LOS = - 1.2276 ln (Wol + Wl + fp x %OSP + fb x Wb + fsw x  Ws) 

  + 0.0091 (Vol15/L) + 0.0004 SPD
2
 + 6.0468     

Where: 

Wol  = Width of outside lane (feet) 

Wl  = Width of shoulder or bike lane (feet) 

fp   = On-street parking effect coefficient (=0.50) 

%OSP = Percent of segment with on-street parking 

fb   = Buffer area barrier coefficient (=5.37 for trees spaced 20 feet on center) 

Wb   = Buffer width (distance between edge of pavement and 

sidewalk, feet) 

fsw   = Sidewalk presence coefficient  = 6 – 0.3Ws (3) 

Ws   = Width of sidewalk (feet) 

Vol15   = average traffic during a fifteen (15) minute period 

L = total number of (through) lanes (for road or street) 

SPD  = Average running speed of motor vehicle traffic (mi/hr) 
 

The Pedestrian LOS score resulting from the final equation is pre-stratified into service 

categories A, B, C, D, E, and F, according to the ranges shown in Table 1 above and reflect 

users’ perception of the road segments level of service for pedestrian travel.  This stratification is 

in accordance with the linear scale established during the research (i.e., the research project 

participants’ aggregate response to roadway and traffic stimuli). 
 

The Pedestrian LOS Model is used by planners and engineers throughout the US in a variety of 

planning and design applications. The Pedestrian LOS Model can be used to conduct a benefits 

comparison among proposed sidewalk/roadway cross-sections, identify roadways that are 

candidates for reconfiguration for sidewalk improvements, and to prioritize and program 

roadways for sidewalk improvements. 
 

Additional Data Collection and Inventory Guidelines 

Many of the data items collected for bicycle level of service analysis are also used for the 

pedestrian level of service analysis. Following is the additional list of data used in the 

computation of the pedestrian level of service scores. Also described are the associated 

guidelines for their collection and compilation into the database. 
  

Width of Buffer (Wb) 

Ws is the width of a buffer (usually grass) between the edge of pavement and the sidewalk.  

 

Width of Sidewalk (Ws) 

Ws is the width of the sidewalk. 
  

Sidewalk Percentage 

Sidewalk Percentage is the percentage of sidewalk coverage along the segment. 
 

Tree Spacing in Buffer 

Tree spacing is the spacing of trees within a buffer area, measured from the center (width of 

spacing between trees).  
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Florida Department of Transportation 
 

        RICK SCOTT 
         GOVERNOR 

605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0450 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

 
 
POLICY Effective: September 17, 2014 

Office: Design Director 
 Topic No.: 000-625-017-a 

 
COMPLETE STREETS  

 
It is the goal of the Department of Transportation to implement a policy that promotes 
safety, quality of life, and economic development in Florida.  To implement this policy, 
the Department will routinely plan, design, construct, reconstruct and operate a context-
sensitive system of “Complete Streets.”  While maintaining safety and mobility, 
Complete Streets shall serve the transportation needs of transportation system users of 
all ages and abilities, including but not limited to: 
 
 Cyclists 
 Freight handlers 

 Motorists 
 Pedestrians 

  Transit riders 

 
The Department specifically recognizes Complete Streets are context-sensitive and 
require transportation system design that considers local land development patterns 
and built form.  The Department will coordinate with local governments, Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, transportation agencies and the public, as needed to provide 
Complete Streets on the State Highway System, including the Strategic Intermodal 
System.   
 
This Complete Streets Policy will be integrated into the Department’s internal 
manuals, guidelines and related documents governing the planning, design, 
construction and operation of transportation facilities.  
           
          
          _________________ 
          Ananth Prasad, P.E. 
          Secretary   
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
605 Suwannee Street 

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 
ANANTH PRASAD 

SECRETARY 

ROADWAY DESIGN BULLETIN 14-17 

(FHWA Approved: November 18, 2014) 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

COPIES: 

SUBJECT: 

November 18, 2014 

District Directors of Transportation Development, District Directors of 
Operations, District Design Engineers, District Consultant Project Management 
Engineers, District Construction Engineers, District Structures Design 
Engineers, District Traffic Operations Engineers, District Planning and 
Environmental Managers, Program Management Engineers . . ~ 

Michael Shepard, P. E., State Roadway Design Engineer ~/ 
Marjorie Kirby, Manager, Environmental Management Office ~ 

Brian Blanchard, Tom Byron, Duane Brautigam, David Sadler, Tim Lattner, 
Mark Wilson, Bruce Dana, John Krause, Greg Schiess, Nicholas Finch (FHWA), 
Chad Thompson (FHWA) and Phillip Bello (FHWA) 

Urban Arterial Lane Width and Bicycle Lane Options 

This bulletin modifies the criteria for Urban Arterial Travel Lane Width, Bicycle Lane Facilities and 
related Bicycle Lane Markings. Specifically, this bulletin establishes eleven foot travel lanes for 
roadways with a divided typical section in or within one mile of an urban area and with a Design Speed 
of 45 mph or Jess. This bulletin also establishes seven foot Buffered Bicycle Lanes as the standard for 
marked bike Janes. 

REQUIREMENTS 

Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) Revisions: 

1. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 with the following: 

2.1.1 Travel Lanes and Auxiliary Lanes 

Standard practice is to provide lane widths that are consistent with AASHTO Guidelines . See 
Table 2.1.1. Auxiliary lanes for speed change, turning and storage, and other purposes 
supplementary to through-traffic movement should be of the same width as the through Janes. 

www.dot.state.tl.us 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/
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Table 2.1.1 Lane Widths 
 

LANE WIDTHS (FEET) 
 

FACILITY 

TRAVEL 
LANES 

 
AUXILIARY LANES 

TYPE AREA 
SPEED 

CHANGE 

 
TURNING 

(LT/RT/MED) 
 

PASSING 

 
FREEWAY 

 
 Rural  12 12 ---- ---- 
 
 Urban  12 12 ---- ---- 

 
ARTERIAL 

 
 Rural  12 6 12 6 12 6 12 6 

 
 Urban  11 1 11 1 11 1,3 11 1 

 
COLLECTOR 

 
 Rural  12 5,6 11 2 11 2,3 11 2,4 
 
 Urban  11 11 11 3 11 

 
1. 12 ft. for Design Speeds > 45 mph and for all undivided roadways 
2. 12 ft.for 2-lane roadways 
3. With severe R/W controls, 10 ft. turning lanes may be used where design speeds are 40 mph or less and 

the intersection is controlled by traffic signals.  Median turn lanes shall not exceed 15 ft. 
4. 12 ft. when truck volume exceeds 10%. 
5. 11 ft. for low volume AADT. 
6.  11 ft. for divided roadways with Design Speeds ≤ 45 mph within one mile of an urban area. 

 
  

Modification for Non-Conventional Projects: 

Delete footnote 3 in PPM Table 2.1.1 above and see RFP for requirements. 
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2.1.2  Other Lane Widths 
Lane widths for special lanes are given in Table 2.1.2. 

Table 2.1.2 Lane Widths - Special 
 

LANE WIDTHS (FEET) 
 

FACILITY 
 

SPECIAL LANE TYPE 
 

 
TYPE 

 
 

AREA 

 
 

HOV1 

 
 

BICYCLE 
OFF 

SYSTEM 
DETOUR 

 
URBAN 
MULTI-

PURPOSE 3 

 
FREEWAY 

 
 Rural 12 ----  11 2 ---- 
 
 Urban 12 ----  11 2 ---- 

 
ARTERIAL 

 
 Rural 12 5 5  11 ---- 
 
 Urban 12 7   11 8 4 

 
COLLECTOR 

 
 Rural ---- 5 5  11 ---- 
 
 Urban ---- 7   11 8 4 

 
1. Separated or concurrent flow. 

 

2. For Freeway detours, at least one 12 ft. lane must be provided in each direction. 
 

3. Urban multi-purpose lanes are usually used as refuge lanes but may be used for loading zones, bus 
stops, emergency access and other purposes.  Parking that adversely impacts capacity or safety is to 
be eliminated whenever practical.  Standard parking width is measured from face of curb, with a 
minimum width of 8 ft. 
 

4. 10 ft. to 12 ft. lanes for commercial and transit vehicles. 
 

5. 7 ft. buffered bicycle lane within one mile of an urban area. 

 

Modification for Non-Conventional Projects: 

Delete the second sentence in footnote 3 and delete footnote 4 in PPM Table 2.1.2 above 
and see RFP for requirements. 
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2. Revise PPM, Volume 1, Table 2.3.2, Shoulder Widths and Cross Slopes – Arterials 
Divided, add the following note: 

7.  7 feet in or within one mile of an urban area. 

This applies to the outside paved shoulder width, without shoulder gutter. Add subscript 7 to 
the column header “Outside” under “PAVED WIDTH”, “WITHOUT SHOULDER 
GUTTER” 

3. Revise PPM, Volume 1, Table 2.3.4, Shoulder Widths and Cross Slopes – Collectors 
Divided and Undivided, add the following note: 

7.  7 feet for divided roadways in or within one mile of an urban area. 

This applies to the outside paved shoulder width, without shoulder gutter. Add subscript 7 to 
the column header “Outside” under “PAVED WIDTH”, “WITHOUT SHOULDER 
GUTTER” 
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4. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Table 8.1.1 with the following: 
Table 8.1.1 On-Street Bicycle Facilities 

 

 

Location 

 

 

Condition 

Type of Work 

New 
Construction 

and 
Reconstruction 

Resurfacing, 
Restoration, 

Rehabilitation 
(RRR) 1, 2, 3 

Traffic 
Operations, 
Intersection 

Improvements 

In or 
within one 
mile of an 
urban area 

All Buffered 
Bicycle Lane 

Buffered Bicycle 
Lane, Bicycle 
Lane, Wide Curb 
Lane, or Shared 
Lane with Shared 
Lane Markings 
(acceptable for 
posted speed 35 
mph or less). 

Buffered Bicycle 
Lane, Bicycle 
Lane, Wide Curb 
Lane, or Shared 
Lane with Shared 
Lane Markings 
(acceptable for 
posted speed 35 
mph or less). 

Beyond 
one mile of 
an urban 
area 

Curb and 
Gutter 

 

Buffered 
Bicycle Lane 

Buffered Bicycle 
Lane, Bicycle 
Lane, Wide Curb 
Lane, or Shared 
Lane with Shared 
Lane Markings 
(acceptable for 
posted speed 35 
mph or less). 

Buffered Bicycle 
Lane, Bicycle 
Lane, Wide Curb 
Lane, or Shared 
Lane with Shared 
Lane Markings 
(acceptable for 
posted speed 35 
mph or less). 

Flush 
Shoulder 

Paved 
Shoulder 

Paved Shoulder  Paved Shoulder  
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1. When no bicycle facilities exist, the widening of curbed sections for the project length 
to provide bicycle facilities may disproportionally affect the scope and cost of a RRR 
project, especially if reconstruction of the curb, sidewalk, and/or drainage system is 
required, additional right of way is needed, or utilities are impacted.  No Design 
Variation is required, however, a statement similar to the following shall be included in 
the project file:   

 “Bicycle facilities have been considered for this project but will not be provided, due 
to insufficient width between existing curb lines to provide bicycle facilities without 
substantial reconstruction of the roadway, drainage system and sidewalk (and/or 
requires additional right of way).  Reconstruction (and/or right of way acquisition) 
is outside the scope of this project.”  

2. Substantial widening of an existing curbed section is outside the scope of a RRR project 
and is considered reconstruction. 

3. See Section 25.4.19 for options that shall be considered on RRR projects with existing 
roadways where no widening is planned. 

 

5. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Sections 8.4, 8.4.1, 8.4.2.1, 8.4.3 and 8.4.4 with the following: 

 8.4 Bicycle Facilities 
Appropriately designed and located bicycle facilities play an important role in supporting safe 
bicycle travel.  Bicycle facilities include buffered bicycle lanes, conventional bicycle lanes, paved 
shoulders, wide curb lanes, low speed shared lanes (posted speed 35 mph or less), shared use paths, 
traffic control devices and bicycle parking facilities.  

Measures that can considerably enhance a corridor’s safety and capacity for bicycle travel are: 

1. Providing bicycle facilities. 

 2. Maintaining a smooth, clean riding surface, free of obstructions.  This includes ensuring 
drainage inlets and utility covers that cannot be moved out of the travel way are flush with grade, 
well seated, and use bicycle-compatible inlets, grates and covers. 

 3.  Responsive and appropriate traffic control devices, consistent with guidance in the MUTCD, 
including providing bicycle oriented directional signage. 

      8.4.1  Bicycle Lanes 

Where required by Table 8.1.1, a bicycle lane shall be provided for each direction of travel on the 
roadway.  On flush shoulder roadways, the paved shoulder described in Section 8.4.3 shall be 
marked as a bicycle lane in or within 1 mile of an urban area.  Bicycle lanes shall be marked in 
accordance with Design Standards, Index 17347 and the MUTCD.  Shared use paths do not meet 
the requirement for bicycle lanes. 

On divided roadways in or within one mile of an urban area and a Design Speed of ≤ 45 mph, 
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travel lanes shall be 11 feet with a 7 foot Buffered Bicycle Lane. The bicycle lane is defined as the 
area between the edge of travel lane and the edge of pavement. For RRR projects, the distribution 
of available roadway width may require a bicycle lane other than the 7 foot buffered bicycle lane 
(See Volume 1, Section 25.4.19.2 for further information).  When providing a bicycle lane on a 
RRR project, the options in the order of priority are: 

1. 7 foot buffered bicycle lane 

2. 6 foot buffered bicycle lane 

3. 5 foot conventional bicycle lane 

4. 4 foot conventional bicycle lane 

The minimum width of the buffer zone for the 6 foot and 7 foot buffered bicycle lane is depicted 
in Design Standards, Index 17347.  A Buffered Bicycle Lane should not exceed 7 feet in width. 
For RRR projects, any additional pavement width that results from restricting the Buffered Bicycle 
Lane to 7 feet should be applied to the outside travel lane.  
 
At an intersection approach, the buffer striping will transition to a double 6 inch wide stripe using 
a 2/4 skip pattern. The transition will begin 150 feet in advance of an intersection to provide 
sufficient distance for an automobile or truck to merge into the bicycle lane before turning right.  
The buffer striping will not be broken at low-volume or residential driveways.  
 
When a guardrail or other barrier exists and the roadway pavement is continuous to the face of the 
barrier, the bicycle lane width shall not be less than 5 feet.  When the bicycle lane is adjacent to a 
right-turn lane or bus bay, refer to Section 8.4.2 of this chapter.  On high speed urban and suburban 
arterial highways with design speeds of 50 mph or more and curb and gutter on the outside, a 6.5 
foot bicycle lane adjacent to the curb and gutter is required.  See Volume 1, Section 2.16 for further 
information. 

Bicycle lanes shall be one-way facilities and carry bicycle traffic in the same direction as adjacent 
motor vehicle traffic.  On one-way streets, bicycle lanes should generally be placed on the right 
side of the street.  A bicycle lane on the left side of the street can be considered if it will 
substantially reduce the number of potential conflicts, such as those caused by frequent bus traffic, 
heavy right-turn movements, high-turnover parking lanes, or if there is a significant number of 
left-turning bicyclists. 

 8.4.2.1 Keyhole Locations 
In new construction, reconstruction and traffic operations projects, at locations with right turn lanes, 
bus bays or parking lanes, a bicycle lane, known as a keyhole lane, shall be provided between the 
through lane and the right turn lane, bus bay or parking lane.  When provided in conjunction with 
the buffered bicycle lane, the width of the keyhole lane should be the same as the buffered bicycle 
lane and the buffer should be included in the keyhole lane.  For 6 foot or smaller bicycle lanes, the 
minimum width of the keyhole lane is 5 feet. 

For bicycle lanes adjacent to parking lanes, a 7 foot wide buffered bicycle lane shall be provided 
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using a 3 foot buffer adjacent to the parking lane hatched with 10 foot diagonal spacing.   Shared 
lane markings should be used if width is inadequate for the 7 foot buffered bicycle lane. 

When a RRR project includes the addition or modification of a right turn lane or bus bay, a 5-foot 
minimum width bicycle lane shall be provided between the through lane and the right turn lane or 
bus bay, if existing right of way is adequate. 

When a RRR project has an existing right turn lane without a bicycle lane between the through 
lane and right turn lane, bus bay or parking lane, a bicycle lane should be provided.  Factors to be 
considered include the opportunity to provide a continuous alignment, reduce the potential for 
conflicts with turning vehicles, and availability of right of way. 

 8.4.3 Paved Shoulders  
A paved shoulder is a portion of a roadway which has been delineated by edge line striping, and 
may include bicycle lane pavement markings or signing.  In or within 1 mile of an urban area, the 
paved shoulder shall be marked as a bicycle lane.  Beyond one mile of an urban area, paved 
shoulders shall be 5 feet in width for new construction and reconstruction projects.  Existing 4-
foot paved shoulders on RRR projects should be widened to 5 feet where practical.  A paved 
shoulder of at least 4 feet in width is considered to be a bicycle facility; however a minimum 5 
foot clear width between the traveled way and the face of curb, guardrail or other roadside barrier 
is required. 

 8.4.4 Wide Curb Lanes 
Wide curb lanes are through lanes which provide a minimum of 14 feet in width, which allows 
most motor vehicles to pass cyclists safely within the travel lane. Wide curb lanes do not meet 
Department requirements for bicycle facilities on new construction or reconstruction projects.  
However, in some conditions, such as RRR projects, they may be the only practical option for a 
bicycle facility. 

6. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Section 21.5.3, note 3 with the following: 
3.  7 feet adjacent to on-street parking. 

7. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Section 25.4.5, Table 25.4.5.1 with the following: 

Table 25.4.5.1  Lane and Shoulder Widths - Rural Multilane 
Design Year AADT Design Speed 

(mph) 
Minimum Lane Width 

(ft.) 
Minimum Shoulder 

Width (ft.) 
ALL ALL 12 1 6 

1.  11 ft. for divided roadways with a Design Speed of 45 mph or less within one mile of an urban area. 
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8. Replace PPM, Volume 1, Section 25.4.19.2 note 1 with the following: 

25.4.19.2 Bicyclist Needs 
1. Buffered Bicycle Lanes, Bicycle Lanes, Paved Shoulders, Wide Outside Lanes and 

Shared Lanes 
The available roadway width will be distributed, when practical, to provide for bicycle 
facilities.  Bicycle facilities shall meet the criteria provided in Chapter 8. The type of bicycle 
facility considered for implementation shall be in the following order of priority: buffered bike 
lanes, bike lanes, wide outside lanes, and shared lanes. Travel lane widths on urban multilane 
roadways and two-lane curb and gutter roadways shall not be reduced to less than 11 feet for design 
speeds ≥ 40 mph, and to no less than 10 feet for design speeds ≤ 35 mph.  See Section 25.4.5 for 
additional information on lane widths.  Coordinate with the District Public Transportation 
(Modal Development) Office and local transit agency when considering the reduction of lane 
widths on roadways where public transit routes are present.  Existing bicycle facilities not in 
accordance with Chapter 8 require a Design Variation to remain. 

9. Replace PPM, Volume 2, Chapter 6 Exhibits - Typical Sections TYP-3, TYP-4, TYP-5, 
TYP-6 and TYP-6A attached. 
 
10. Add PPM, Volume 2, Chapter 6 Exhibit Typical Sections TYP-6b attached. 
 
Design Standards Revisions: 
The following Design Standards Revision (DSR) is released: 

Revised Index 17347 (Bicycle Markings) 
 
COMMENTARY 
Eleven foot wide travel lanes on urban arterials are supported by AASHTO Guidance and the Highway 
Safety Manual.  The 2001 AASHTO Greenbook states that for interrupted-flow operating conditions 
11 foot wide lanes are normally adequate for design speeds of 45 mph or less, and even have some 
advantages over wider lanes.  The AASHTO Guide to Bicycle Facilities states that, in some cases, the 
width needed for bicycle lanes can be obtained by narrowing travel lanes.   The AASHTO Guide to 
Bicycle Facilities also cites the Highway Safety Manual and states that evaluation of the effects of 
travel lane widths of 10 to 12 feet on crashes for urban arterial roadways has found no general 
indication that the use of narrower widths within this range increases crash rates. 

The Highway Safety Manual applies crash modification factors to base conditions, such as lane width, 
which can be statistically correlated to crash performance.  For all roadway types, except Urban and 
Suburban Arterials, lane width is a factor in safety performance.  In the case of urban arterials it was 
determined, through an expert panel review process, that lane widths between 10 and 12 feet are 
acceptable on urban arterials and do not cause safety problems.  There is no significant correlation 
between lane width and safety performance for the range of facilities studied.  However, neither high 
truck traffic nor bus traffic was quantified in this research; therefore, it is not known if lanes as narrow 
as 10 feet have the same safety performance as 11 or 12 feet wide lanes where high truck or bus traffic 
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exists.  It has been concluded, though, based on FDOT Central Transit Office research titled 
“Integrating Transit into Traditional Neighborhood Design Policies – The Influence of Lane Width on 
Bus Safety” that the minimum acceptable lane widths for transit operations to avoid crashes and 
perform turning maneuvers safely is 11 feet. 

Research addressing bicycle lane widths on roadways other than very low speed roadways is limited. 
Current AASHTO guidance notes the following: 

1. The current bicycle lane standard of 4 feet is the AASHTO minimum operating width for cyclists. 

2. AASHTO recommends wider bicycle lanes for roadways with operating speeds and traffic 
volumes such as exists on the State Highway System. 

The limited width of a 4 foot bicycle lane tends to lead the cyclist to ride close to the curb to maintain 
a safe offset distance from passing vehicles, reducing maneuverability and visibility at intersections 
and driveways.  

A 7 foot bicycle lane provides the legal passing offset distance of 3 feet and adequate distance from 
the curb for the cyclist to avoid debris and be more visible to motorists at side streets and driveways. 

BACKGROUND 
The practice of using 11 foot wide travel lanes on urban arterials under interrupted-flow operating 
conditions has become more accepted nationally. Safety research suggests that there is no safety 
benefit to using 12 foot wide lanes over 11 foot wide lanes and AASHTO publications support the use 
of 11 foot wide travel lanes under these conditions.  In addition, Department initiatives related to 
reducing bicycle crashes have resulted in the need to implement new criteria for bicycle lane widths 
and associated pavement marking treatments.  As a result, the opportunity exists to jointly implement 
new urban arterial lane width criteria for both travel and bicycle lanes that complement each other. 

IMPLEMENTATION 
The Requirements of this bulletin are effective immediately on all Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) projects that have not held a Public Hearing. These requirements may be 
implemented immediately subsequent to the Public Hearing, at the discretion of the District. If the 
typical section for a PD&E recommended alternative changes due to this change in criteria, a Design 
Change Reevaluation will be required. 
 
The Requirements of this bulletin are effective immediately on all design-bid-build projects in Phase 
I or Phase II design development (less than 60% complete). These requirements may be implemented 
immediately on all design-bid-build projects either in Phase III or Phase IV at the discretion of the 
District Design Engineer. 
 
All of the Requirements of this bulletin are effective immediately on all design-build projects for 
which the final RFP has not been released. Design build projects for which the final RFP has been 
released are exempt from these requirements unless otherwise directed by the District.  
 
CONTACT 
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Dewayne Carver, AICP    Scott Farash, P.E.  
State Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator   Roadway Design Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation   Florida Department of Transportation 
605 Suwannee Street, MS 32     605 Suwannee Street, MS 32 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450    Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 
Phone (850) 414-4322     Phone (850) 414-4283 
dwayne.carver@dot.state.fl.us    scott.farash@dot.state.fl.us 
 
Catherine Bradley      
State Project Development Engineer   
Florida Department of Transportation    
605 Suwannee Street, MS 37      
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450     
Phone (850) 414-4271      
catherine.bradley@dot.state.fl.us 
 
 
DC/SF 
 
Link to Design Standards Revisions: http://www.dot.state.fl.us/rddesign/DS/15/Rev.shtm 

mailto:dwayne.carver@dot.state.fl.us
mailto:scott.farash@dot.state.fl.us
http://www.dot.state.fl.us/rddesign/DS/15/Rev.shtm
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
The purpose of this document is relating in-
formation that Florida Department of Trans-
portation (FDOT) Districts can use to develop 
processes for reviewing requests for elimi-
nating lanes on State roadways. Local gov-
ernments (including cities and counties) and 
agencies such as metropolitan planning or-
ganizations (MPOs) and transportation plan-
ning organizations (TPOs) typically request 
the elimination of through lanes on State 
roads so that the recovered right-of-way can 
be converted to bicycle lanes, wider side-
walks, landscaping, on-street parking, or 
other purposes in order to promote use of 
non-automobile modes, contribute to more 
livable environments (e.g., by reducing pe-
destrian crossing distances and traffic 
speeds), and/or contribute to economic de-
velopment and vitality. 

 

This document is intended to assist District 
staff who are developing processes for re-
viewing lane elimination requests.  It is in-
tended to comprehensively identify issues 
that may be of concern to District staff; 
however, there may arise site-specific con-
cerns associated with a specific lane elimina-

tion request that are not covered in this 
document. 

1.2 SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
This document supports lane elimination 
projects proposed for the following purpos-
es: 

 Creation of space for dedicated bicycle 
facilities (e.g., bicycle lanes) 

 Creation of space for new sidewalks or 
wider sidewalks 

 Addition of landscaping buffers or land-
scaped medians 

 Creation of space for on-street parking 
 Traffic calming 

Lane elimination projects intended to create 
space for dedicated transit facilities (e.g., 
bus lanes) are not explicitly addressed in this 
document, but many of the considerations 
discussed in this document are applicable to 
the creation of dedicated on-street transit 
facilities. 

Lane elimination projects go by several other 
names, including "road diets." For simplicity, 
this document classifies all such projects as 
"lane elimination" projects. 

1.3 USE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
This document applies to requests to elimi-
nate through lanes on State roadway facili-
ties in Florida.  It is organized into the follow-
ing sections: 

 Lane elimination projects in Florida 
 Impacts of lane elimination projects 
 Issues for evaluation 

 Existing processes for reviewing lane 
elimination requests 

The first section provides a snapshot of Flor-
ida experience with lane elimination pro-
jects.  The second section documents select-
ed studies of the impacts of lane elimination 
projects; it is intended to serve as reference 
information for District staff.  The third sec-
tion presents "profiles" of issues and con-
cerns associated with lane elimination pro-
jects, explaining the importance of each is-
sue and offering potential solutions to ad-
dress concerns.  The fourth section provides 
descriptions of existing lane elimination re-
view processes as a means of illustrating 
what such a process might include and how 
it might be organized. 

1.4 ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
This document relies on significant input 
from Central Office and District staff. Addi-
tionally, Mr. Paul Hamilton of the Tri-County 
Regional Planning Commission in Lansing, 
MI, provided helpful information regarding 
Michigan DOT lane elimination policy and 
the air quality impacts of lane elimination 
projects. 
2.0 LANE ELIMINATION PROJECTS 
IN FLORIDA 
2.1 PROJECT INFORMATION 
This section identifies and describes existing 
and proposed lane elimination projects in 
Florida for the purpose of providing a snap-
shot of statewide experience. The following 

This document is intended to assist FDOT 
District staff in developing processes for re-
viewing State highway lane elimination re-
quests. 
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characteristics of each identified project are 
summarized in Table 1: 

 Status of the project 
 Location of the project 
 Purpose of the project 
 Project features and extent 
 Reported project successes and/or 

shortcomings 
 Level of District involvement in the pro-

ject 

Table 1 is not intended to be a complete in-
ventory of lane elimination projects in Flori-
da. 

Figures 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 
21, and 22 depict the location of each pro-
ject in Table 1 for which project endpoints 
are known.  Figures 3-6, 9, 12, 15, 17, and 20 
contain photographs of most of the existing 
projects included in Table 1. 

2.2 THEMES AND TRENDS 
The information used to create Table 1 sug-
gests the following themes and trends re-
garding lane elimination projects in Florida: 

 Many Florida lane elimination projects 
are conversions of four-lane streets to 
two-lane streets with center turn lanes 
and/or landscaped medians. 

 Nearly all Florida lane elimination pro-
jects are intended to improve pedestrian 
and bicycle travel.  Many projects also 
have placemaking, livability, and/or eco-
nomic development goals. 

 Post-implementation studies of the ex-
isting Florida projects identify few short-
comings. 

 FDOT has been directly involved in lane 
elimination projects on State roadways 
through review of studies and designs, 
jurisdictional transfers, and funding. 

 Many of the Florida projects on State 
roadways involved jurisdictional trans-
fers from the State to the local govern-
ment. 

 Some of the Florida projects on State 
roadways used FDOT resurfacing funds 
to implement the lane elimination pro-
jects. FDOT turned the funds over to the 
local government as part of a jurisdic-
tional transfer of the roadway. 

 Some of the existing projects were first 
implemented as pilot/temporary pro-
jects and later became permanent im-
plementations. 

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 1. Bradenton Lane Elimination Project 

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 2. Lakeland Lane Elimination Projects 

 

 

  

The goals of most existing lane elimination 
projects in Florida included improving pedes-
trian and bicycle transportation. 
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Table 1. Lane Elimination Projects on State Highways in Florida 

Location Dis-
trict Roadway Extents Owner/ 

Applicant Status Purpose Description Reported Successes and 
Shortcomings 

Level of District 
Involvement 

Data 
Source 

Braden-
ton 

1 Manatee Ave 
and 6th Ave 
(SR 64 cou-
plet) 

15th St W to 
9th St W 

City of 
Bradenton 

Ongoing Improve pedes-
trian accessibility 
and remove bar-
rier between 
downtown and 
adjacent neigh-
borhoods 

Convert 3-lane streets 
in couplet to 2-lane 
streets with on-street 
parking, curb exten-
sions, and wide side-
walks; add multi-use 
path 

Westbound lane elimi-
nation has been imple-
mented; forthcoming 
monitoring study to 
include turning move-
ment counts and assess 
delay, travel time, queu-
ing, pedestrian volumes, 
transit ridership, rides-
haring activity, and land 
development activity 

District is a partner 
in Downtown Mo-
bility Study 

A 

Lakeland 1 Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. 
Ave 
(SR 563) 

W Memorial 
Blvd to W 
10th St 

City of Lake-
land and 
Polk TPO 

Existing Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with center turn 
lane, landscaped medi-
an, pedestrian refuges, 
enhanced crosswalks, 
and bike lanes 

Crashes reduced from 
19 in 2004-2005 to 4 in 
2006-2007 and 2 in 
2011; daily volume re-
duced from 11,900 to 
10,278 in 2006-2007 
and 7,100 in 2012; 85th 
percentile speed in-
creased from 41 mph to 
45 mph in same period 

Coordinated with 
FDOT maintenance 
project; project 
used FDOT resur-
facing funds; juris-
dictional transfer 

B,C 

Lakeland 1 E Parker St Massachu-
setts Ave to 
Lake Parker 
Ave 

City of Lake-
land 

Existing Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with center turn 
lane, landscaped medi-
an and bike lanes; add 
transit shelters 

Crashes reduced from 8 
in 2009 to 5 in 2011; 
average speeds reduced 
from 39-42 mph in 2009 
to 35-37 mph in 2011 

District staff expe-
dited program-
ming in Work Pro-
gram; project used 
FDOT TE funds 

B,C 

Lakeland 1 Lake Wire Dr W Oak St to 
Sikes Blvd 

City of Lake-
land 

Existing Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane street 
to 2-lane street with 
bike lanes and on-
street parking; add 
multi-use path 

No crashes reported 
between project com-
pletion in 2009 and July 
30, 2012 

None B,C 

continued 
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Location Dis-
trict Roadway Extents Owner/ 

Applicant Status Purpose Description Reported Successes and 
Shortcomings 

Level of District 
Involvement 

Data 
Source 

Lakeland 1 Ingraham 
Ave 

E Memorial 
Blvd to 
Bartow Rd 

City of Lake-
land 

Existing Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with bike lanes 
(2005); add landscaped 
medians (2011) 

Crashes reduced from 
29 in 2003 to 28 in 2010 
to 13 in 2011 

None B,C 

Lakeland 1 Parkview Pl Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. 
Ave to Flor-
ida Ave 

City of Lake-
land 

Existing Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2 lanes 
with bike lanes and an 
enhanced pedestrian 
crossing 

N/A None C 

Lakeland 1 E Main St 
(SR 600) 

Ingraham 
Ave to Lake 
Bonny Dr W 

City of Lake-
land 

To be 
deter-
mined 

Promote walking, 
bicycling, and use 
of transit 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with bike lanes, 
refuge islands, and 
ADA improvements; 
add multi-use path; 
remove traffic signal 

N/A Jurisdictional 
transfer 

B,C 

Gaines-
ville 

2 N Main St (SR 
331) 

NW 8th Ave 
to Depot 
Ave 

City of 
Gainesville 

Existing Improve multi-
modal travel and 
livability 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with bike lanes, 
center turn lane, on-
street parking, and 
pedestrian refuges 

Average travel time in-
creased 29 seconds; 
average travel speed 
decrease of 2.1 mph; 
rush hour delay in-
creased 105 seconds in 
the northbound direc-
tion at midday; crashes 
reduced from 59 (Janu-
ary 2008 to June 2009) 
to 18 (January 2012 to 
June 2013) 

Jurisdictional 
transfer 

A,D,E,F 

Gaines-
ville 

2 NW 8th Ave NW 23rd St 
to NW 31st 
Dr 

City of 
Gainesville 

Pro-
posed 

Provide better 
facilities for pe-
destrians and 
bicyclists 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with bike lanes 

N/A None G 

continued 
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Location Dis-
trict Roadway Extents Owner/ 

Applicant Status Purpose Description Reported Successes and 
Shortcomings 

Level of District 
Involvement 

Data 
Source 

Tallahas-
see 

3 Franklin Blvd E Tennessee 
St to 
Apalachee 
Pkwy 

City of Tal-
lahassee 

Existing Creation of multi-
use stormwater 
and recreation 
facility 

Convert 4-lane divided 
street to 2-lane street 
with bike lanes and 
east-side sidewalk as 
part of stormwater 
project; add west-side 
multi-use path 

N/A None H,I,J 

Tallahas-
see 

3 Gaines St Monroe St 
to Wood-
ward Ave 

City of Tal-
lahassee 

Existing Creation of pe-
destrian-friendly 
"destination dis-
trict" with mixed 
uses 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with landscaped 
median  and limited 
on-street parking 

N/A Coordinated with 
District mainte-
nance project; 
jurisdictional 
transfer 

K 

Boynton 
Beach 

4 Boynton 
Beach Blvd 

US 1 to 
Seacrest 
Blvd 

City of 
Boynton 
Beach 

Pro-
posed 

Creation of pe-
destrian-friendly 
downtown core 

Convert 4-lane street 
with center turn lane 
to 2-lane street with 
center turn lane, bike 
lanes, and wider side-
walks 

N/A District reviewed 
initial study, re-
vised study, and 
conceptual design 

L 

Delray 
Beach 

4 Atlantic Ave 
(SR 806) 

Swinton Ave 
to US 1 

City of 
Delray 
Beach 

Existing Create pedestri-
an-scale avenue 
and beautify the 
corridor 

Convert 4-lane street 
to 2-lane undivided 
street with on-street 
parking, wider side-
walks,  and landscaping 

N/A Jurisdictional 
transfer; District 
accepted widening 
of two parallel 
streets to maintain 
hurricane evacua-
tion capacity 

M,N 

Vero 
Beach 

4 SR 60 20th Ave to 
FEC railroad 

Indian River 
MPO and 
City of Vero 
Beach 

Pro-
posed 

Improve pedes-
trian environ-
ment and pro-
mote downtown 
Vero Beach as a 
destination 

Convert 3- and 4-lane 
streets with bike lanes 
in couplet to 2-lane 
streets with bike lanes 
and on-street parking 

N/A District reviewed 
initial study and 
conceptual design 

O 

continued 



 

6 | Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

Location Dis-
trict Roadway Extents Owner/ 

Applicant Status Purpose Description Reported Successes and 
Shortcomings 

Level of District 
Involvement 

Data 
Source 

Orlando 5 Edgewater Dr 
(SR 424) 

Par St to 
Lakeview Dr 

City of Or-
lando 

Existing Creation of pe-
destrian-friendly 
commercial area 

Convert 4-lane undi-
vided street to 2-lane 
street with center turn 
lane, bike lanes, and 
wider sidewalks 

Crash rate reduced by 
34%; injury rate reduced 
by 68%; speeds reduced 
up to 10%; daily volume 
decreased initially 
(20,500 to 18,100) but 
returned to 21,000 over 
time; 23% overall in-
crease in pedestrian 
traffic; 30% overall in-
crease in bicycle traffic 

District required 
jurisdictional 
transfer, commu-
nity approval, and 
before-and-after 
study; coordinated 
with District 
maintenance pro-
ject 

P 

Clearwa-
ter 

7 Fort Harrison 
Ave (US 19A) 

Belleview 
Blvd to Bel-
leair Rd 

City of 
Clearwater 

Existing Improve safety Convert 4-lane street 
to 2-lane street with 
center turn lane 

Reduction in number of 
crashes; increase in 
congestion 

Jurisdictional 
transfer; Alt US 19 
designation trans-
ferred to  other 
roads; coordinated 
with maintenance 
project 

Q 

Indian 
Rocks 
Beach 

7 Gulf Blvd 
(SR 699) 

1st St N/1st 
Ave to SR 
688/Wal-
singham 
Rd/5th Ave 
N 

City of Indi-
an Rocks 
Beach 

Pro-
posed 

Promote growth 
and development 
in city’s down-
town area and 
increase safety 
for pedestrians 
crossing to get to 
the beaches  

Create a one-way cou-
plet on Gulf Blvd 
(southbound traffic) 
and 1st St N (north-
bound traffic) in the 
long term; modify Gulf 
Blvd/Walsingham Rd 
intersection in short 
term 

N/A Preliminary discus-
sions 

R 

St. Pe-
tersburg 

7 1st Avenue S Dr. Martin 
Luther King 
Jr.,  St S to 
Demens 
Landing 

Pinellas 
County and 
City of St. 
Petersburg 

Existing Extend Pinellas 
Trail to down-
town St. Peters-
burg 

Convert vehicle lane to 
two-way bicycle path 

N/A Party to LAP 
agreements to 
fund design, land-
scaping, mainte-
nance, traffic con-
trol, etc. over sev-
eral years 

S,T 

continued 
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Location Dis-
trict Roadway Extents Owner/ 

Applicant Status Purpose Description Reported Successes and 
Shortcomings 

Level of District 
Involvement 

Data 
Source 

St. Pe-
tersburg 
Beach 

7 Gulf Blvd 
(SR 699) 

73rd Ave to 
Blind Pass 
Road 

City of St. 
Petersburg 
Beach 

Pro-
posed 

Promote quality 
economic devel-
opment, enhance 
alternative trans-
portation modes 
and pedestrian 
safety, improve 
traffic flow and 
function, and 
beautify the 
downtown area 

Create one-way cou-
plet on 75th Ave from 
Blind Pass Rd to Gulf 
Blvd (westbound traf-
fic) and Gulf Blvd from 
75th Ave to 73rd Ave 
(southbound traffic); 
northbound traffic will 
turn right on 73rd Ave 
and left on to Blind 
Pass Rd 

Mixed response from 
citizens/businesses to 
date 

Review prelimi-
nary traffic analy-
sis; observe town 
hall meeting 

R 

Tampa 7 Nebraska 
Ave (SR 45) 

Hills-
borough 
Ave to Ken-
nedy Blvd 

FDOT Existing Address pedestri-
an and bicycle 
crash frequency 

Convert 4-lane mostly 
undivided street to 2-
lane street with center 
turn lane, bike lanes, 
transit bays, and pe-
destrian refuges; main-
tain 4-lane divided ap-
proaches at two traffic 
signals 

Pedestrian crashes  re-
duced from 21 in 2004-
2006 to 8 in 2009-2011; 
bicycle crashes reduced 
from 15 in 2004-2006 to 
8 in 2009-2011; AADT 
before 2007 was 17,900 
and in 2008-2009 was 
14,600 

Re-striped by Dis-
trict 

U,V 

 
Note:  TPO = Transportation Planning Organization, MPO = metropolitan planning organization, CRA = Community Redevelopment Agency, TE = Transportation Enhancement, ADA = 
Americans with Disabilities Act, and LAP = Local Agency Program 

Data sources: 

A - Renaissance Planning Group. Bradenton/Palmetto Downtown Mobility Study Final Report.  Executive Summary.  City of Bradenton and City of Palmetto, December 2009. 

B - "City of Lakeland Pathways and Road Diet Program." Presented at ProBike/ProWalk Florida 2010.  City of Lakeland, May 13, 2010. 

C -  Livable Polk Healthy Community Design Award application package. City of Lakeland, July 30, 2012. 

D - "Walk Friendly Communities:  Gainesville, FL."  www.walkfriendly.org, accessed October 23, 2013. 

E - Cunningham, Ron.  "This crazy talk about road diets." The Gainesville Sun, www.gatorsports.com, July 14, 2013. 
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Figure 3. Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave (Lakeland) 
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Figure 4. Ingraham Ave (Lakeland) 

 
Source:  maps.google.com 

Figure 5. Lake Wire Dr (Lakeland) 
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Figure 6. E Parker St (Lakeland) 
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Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 7. Gainesville Lane Elimination Projects  

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 8. Tallahassee Lane Elimination Projects 
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Figure 9. Franklin Blvd (Tallahassee) 

 

Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 10. Boynton Beach Lane Elimination Pro-
ject  
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Figure 11. Delray Beach Lane Elimination Pro-
ject  
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Source:  KAI 

Figure 12. Atlantic Avenue (Delray Beach) 

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 13. Vero Beach Lane Elimination Project 
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Figure 14. Orlando Lane Elimination Project  
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Source:  nctcog.org 

Figure 15. Edgewater Drive (Orlando) 
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Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 16. Tampa Lane Elimination Project 

 

 
Source:  maps.google.com 

Figure 17. Nebraska Ave in Tampa 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 18. Clearwater Lane Elimination Project 

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 19. St. Petersburg Lane Elimination Pro-
ject 

 
Source:  maps.google.com 

Figure 20. 1st Ave South and Pinellas Trail (St. 
Petersburg) 

 

 
Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 21. Indian Rocks Beach Lane Elimination 
Project 
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Aerial source:  Google Earth 

Figure 22. St. Petersburg Beach Lane Elimina-
tion Project 

3.0 IMPACTS OF LANE 
ELIMINATION PROJECTS 
This section summarizes studies of lane elim-
ination project impacts and provides brief 
critiques of the studies where warranted. 

3.1 SAFETY AND OPERATIONAL 
ANALYSIS OF 4-LANE TO 3-LANE 
CONVERSIONS (MICHIGAN DOT) 

Reference 
Lyles, R.W., M.A. Siddiqui, W.C. Taylor, B.Z. 
Malik, G. Siviy, and T. Haan.  Safety and Op-
erational Analysis of 4-lane to 3-lane Conver-
sions (Road Diets) in Michigan:  Final Report.  
Michigan DOT Report RC-1555.  Department 
of Civil and Environmental Engineering, 
Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI, 
January 2012. 

Synopsis 
This study was commissioned by the Michi-
gan DOT to quantify the safety and delay 
impacts of reducing a cross section from four 
lanes to three lanes and develop guidelines 
for identifying candidate sites for road diets. 
The study looked at 24 existing road diet 
sites in different environments throughout 
Michigan, some of which were visited by the 
authors to qualitatively assess pedestrian 
and bicyclist operations.  Key findings of the 
authors are the following: 

 Based on Synchro analyses of nine sig-
nalized intersections, four-to-three con-
versions tend to create "significant [in-
tersection approach] delay" when aver-
age daily traffic (ADT) is greater than 
10,000 and peak hour volumes are 
greater than 1,000.  The authors con-
clude that the 20,000 ADT threshold that 
has been used by others is too high. 

 The authors calculated an average crash 
modification factor (CMF) of 0.91 for 
four-to-three conversions but deter-
mined that it is not statistically different 
from 1.0.  The authors conclude that 
simply comparing before and after crash 
statistics may overestimate the benefits 
of a four-to-three conversion. 

 The authors did not find changes in 
crash severity resulting from four-to-
three conversions to be significant. 

 Qualitative assessment led to the con-
clusion that "well-functioning" road diets 
from the perspective of pedestrians and 

bicyclists require supportive land uses, 
successful traffic calming, and clearly 
marked pedestrian and bicycle infra-
structure. 

 Findings varied considerably across the 
24 study sites.  The authors recommend 
conducting detailed corridor operational 
analyses (after initial screening) to sup-
port proposed road diets. 

Comments 
This study is not a before-and-after study 
but an operational modeling study.  The de-
lay assessment determines the threshold at 
which signalized intersection approaches 
along the three-lane segment do not meet a 
Level of Service (LOS) D standard.  It does 
not appear that the authors accounted for 
potential diversion of traffic to other corri-
dors after the four-to-three conversion in 
their delay assessment or in forming their 
recommendation for a 10,000 ADT thresh-
old.  The study does not appear to have in-
cluded any travel demand modeling. 

The authors disregarded crashes that oc-
curred on side streets.  Crash frequency on 
side streets is arguably sensitive to the rout-
ing and magnitude of diverted traffic vol-
umes as well as changes made to signal tim-
ing as a result of a lane elimination project.  
Disregarding side-street crashes may not be 
appropriate. 

The appendices of the study were not avail-
able for review.  The authors' crash data are 
not broken out by crash type in the body of 
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the report but may be more detailed in an 
appendix. 

3.2 US 1 CORRIDOR MODIFICATION 
EVALUATION (FDOT) 

Reference 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. US 1 Corri-
dor Modification Evaluation. Executive 
Summary. FDOT, Delray Beach, FL, May 
2009. 

Synopsis 
This study was commissioned by FDOT to 
evaluate potential changes to lane configu-
ration (i.e., a reduction from three through 
lanes to two through lanes) along one-way 
couplet segments of US 1 in Delray Beach, 
Florida. The study looked at speed, volume, 
and crash data collected in the peak season 
prior to implementation of the corridor 
modification (April 2007) and in the peak 
season after implementation of the lane re-
duction (February 2009). Key findings of the 
authors are the following: 

 Evaluation of the link LOS for the study 
corridor after the implementation of the 
lane reduction revealed that overall 
time-of-day patterns did not significantly 
change and the corridor continued to 
operate at an acceptable LOS. Traffic 
volumes were noted to be lower in 2009 
than 2007 but this was not attributed to 
the lane reduction . 

 Based on SYNCHRO analysis of the study 
area intersections during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hours, the most significant in-

crease in delay for an intersection was 
5.3 seconds and for a US 1 approach was 
5.7 seconds. Some intersections and ap-
proaches saw a decrease in delay in the 
2009 scenario due to the decrease in 
volumes. Signal timings were not modi-
fied between 2007 and 2009; therefore, 
the changes in delay are most likely at-
tributable to the decrease in volumes 
(which, as noted above, was not the re-
sult of the lane reduction). 

 Speeds along the corridor were ob-
served to be on average 6 miles per hour 
(mph) slower after the corridor modifi-
cation. Prior to the corridor modifica-
tion, the observed operating speeds  
were 5 to 10 mph over the posted speed 
limit; however, with the lane reduction, 
the 85th percentile speed was observed 
to be generally equivalent to the posted 
speed limit of 35 mph. The lane reduc-
tion resulted in lower operating speeds 
throughout the corridor.  

 Crashes decreased along the corridor 
after the lane reduction. There was a re-
duction in rear-end collisions, the most 
common crash type in the study area, 
and the intersections that experienced 
the highest number of crashes before 
the lane reduction had a dramatic 75% 
reduction in the number of crashes.  

Comments 
The above summary is based on an execu-
tive summary of the full report and, thus, 
appendices were not available for review. 

3.3 GOING ON A ROAD DIET (FHWA) 

Reference 
Tan, C.H. Going on a Road Diet. FHWA-HRT-
11-006.  FHWA, Washington, D.C., Septem-
ber-October 2011. 

Synopsis 
This report discussed what road diets are, 
their benefits, the public's view of road di-
ets, other considerations, and example road 
diet projects including Edgewater Drive in 
Orlando, FL, and Stone Way North in Seattle, 
WA. Key findings are listed by topic or pro-
ject as follows. 

Edgewater Drive – Orlando, FL 
The FHWA report documents a before-and-
after analysis for a 1.5-mile section of Edge-
water Drive that was reduced from 4 lanes 
to 3 lanes, one lane in each direction plus a 
center turn lane. The study used an average 
of three years of “before” data and four 
months of “after” data (annualized to one 
year). Crash rates, vehicle speeds, and traffic 
volumes were examined.  Findings of the 
evaluation include the following: 

 The road diet reduced crash rates by 34 
percent and injury rates by 68 percent, 
where crash rate and injury rate are de-
fined as crashes or injuries per million 
vehicle miles driven on the study seg-
ment. Before the road diet, the study 
section experienced a crash every 2.5 
days (146 crashes per year). After the 
road diet was implemented, the study 
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section experienced a crash every 4.2 
days (87 crashes per year). 

 Traffic speeds were reduced throughout 
the whole study corridor with the road 
diet treatment in place. 

 Traffic volumes for all modes increased. 
Initially, the motor vehicle volume de-
creased by about 2,000 vehicles per day, 
but it eventually increased to about 500 
vehicles per day more than before the 
treatment. Total pedestrian volumes in-
creased in the corridor by 23 percent. 
The largest increase of pedestrians was 
observed in the volumes crossing Edge-
water Drive, indicating that pedestrians 
may have found crossing three lanes 
easier than crossing the previous config-
uration. Total bicycle volumes increased 
by 30 percent, with the largest increase 
associated with bicycles crossing Edge-
water Drive, similar to the pedestrian 
volume case. 

Stone Way North – Seattle, WA 
The FHWA report documents a before-and-
after study for a 1.2-mile section of Stone 
Way North that was reduced from a four-
lane roadway with parking on both sides to a 
three-lane roadway with one through lane in 
each direction, a center turn lane, bicycle 
lanes, and parking on both sides. Vehicle 
speeds, traffic volumes, and crash data were 
reviewed. Findings of the evaluation include 
the following: 

 Speeds along the study corridor de-
creased after the road diet was imple-

mented. The 85th percentile speeds 
dropped by 1 and 3 miles per hour for 
the northbound and southbound direc-
tions, respectively, after the road diet 
implementation. 

 The average daily traffic volumes 
dropped 6 percent, which was con-
sistent with a citywide trend between 
2006 and 2008. Peak hour volumes 
dropped by approximately 5 percent, 
and off-peak volumes actually increased 
for parts of the study corridor. Bicycle 
volumes increased by 35 percent. Traffic 
did not divert after the road diet, as in-
dicated by the fact that volume did not 
increase on the four non-arterial streets 
commonly perceived as alternatives to 
Stone Way North. 

 Total crashes decreased by 14 percent, 
injury crashes went down by 33 percent, 
and angle crashes dropped by 56 per-
cent. There was no change in bicycle 
crashes, but the bicycle crash rate de-
creased because the number of cyclists 
increased. Pedestrian crashes declined 
by 80 percent. 

Other Case Studies 
The FHWA report states that a number of 
other case studies on road diets confirm the 
results from Edgewater Drive and Stone Way 
North as typical. 

 A road diet in Vancouver, Washington, 
reduced crashes by 52 percent on an ar-
terial with an average daily traffic vol-
ume of 17,000 vehicles and decreased 

speeds by 18 percent.  Traffic diversion 
did not occur, and an overwhelming ma-
jority (67 percent) of users surveyed felt 
safer with the road diet in place. 

 A road diet project in Athens, Georgia, 
on an arterial with an average daily traf-
fic volume of 20,000, resulted in crashes 
going down by 53 percent in general and 
60 percent at unsignalized locations. 
Traffic diversion was less than 4 percent. 

 A road diet in Clear Lake, Iowa, on a 
downtown segment of US 18 with an av-
erage daily traffic volume of 12,000, sig-
nificantly reduced crashes and de-
creased aggressive speeding by 52 per-
cent. 

Considerations 
The FHWA report cites Lagerwey and Bur-
den’s paper Road Diets: Fixing the Big Roads, 
which describes a number of additional case 
studies and suggests criteria for road diet 
candidate roadways.   These criteria include 
the following: 

 Moderate volumes (8,000-15,000 ADT) 
 Roads with safety issues 
 Transit corridors 
 Popular or essential bicycle routes and 

links 
 Commercial reinvestment areas 
 Economic enterprise zones 
 Historic streets 
 Scenic roads 
 Entertainment districts 
 Main streets 
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Lagerwey offered a rule of thumb:  If the 
prospective road is in an urbanized situation 
with a number of left turns, short blocks, 
and a signal at every corner, then a road diet 
could be appropriate in some situations with 
a daily traffic volume as high as 25,000. On 
the other hand, if a road has virtually no left 
turns and few signals, a road diet might be 
inappropriate if the average daily traffic is 
over 18,000. 

3.4 4-LANE TO 3-LANE CONVERSIONS 
(IOWA DOT) 

Reference 
Welch, Tom. "4-Lane to 3-Lane Conver-
sions." Powerpoint. Office of Traffic and 
Safety, Highway Division, Iowa Department 
of Transportation, Ames, Iowa, 2005.  

Synopsis 
The Iowa DOT conducted a study of eight 
four-lane to three-lane conversion projects 
and highlighted the US 75 Sioux Center pro-
ject specifically. Key findings are listed by 
topic or project as follows. 

US 75 Sioux Center 
A before-and-after study of a four-lane 
roadway with on-street parking was reduced 
to a three-lane roadway with bike lanes and 
a center two-way left-turn lane.  Findings of 
this study include the following: 

 The corridor saw an average travel 
speed decrease of 7 mph (25%). 

 The corridor saw an average free flow 
speed decrease of 3 mph (10%). 

 The corridor saw total crashes decrease  
57% and personal injury crashes de-
crease 100%. 

Other Iowa Cases 
Eight other four-lane to three-lane lane re-
duction studies were evaluated. Related 
findings include the following: 

 Annual average crashes went down for 
all studies in a range of 27-67%. 

 Crash rates went down for all studies in 
a range of 39-68%. 

Comments 
The information was presented in a Power-
Point presentation, so appendices and addi-
tional information are not available. 

3.5 MICHIGAN’S OPERATIONS MANUAL:  
4-TO-3 LANE CONVERSIONS (MICHIGAN 
DOT) 

Reference 
"4-to-3 Lane Conversions." Michigan's Oper-
ations Manual. Policy Guide.  Michigan DOT, 
Lansing, MI, November 13, 2009. 

Synopsis 
This document is a policy guide for four-lane 
to three-lane conversions to be used to pro-
vide policy and guidance for projects of this 
type in Michigan. The policy focuses on pro-
ject design life, safety and capacity, pedes-
trian and bicyclist accommodation, and 
community support. Key points of infor-
mation in the document are the following: 

 FHWA generally requires improvement 
projects using Federal-Aid funds to be 

designed to accommodate the traffic 
demands that will be experienced 
throughout the design life of the im-
provement. Design life can vary with 
each application of a four-to-three lane 
conversion. If signing and markings are 
the major items of work, a project de-
sign life of 3-5 years would justify the 
costs. If the safety benefits are great 
enough for the project to be considered 
a safety project, project design life is as 
calculated according to MDOT time-of-
return safety analysis procedures. If the 
project requires significant pavement 
construction or reconstruction, project 
design life will have to increase as the 
project costs increase and may range 
from 10 to 20 years. 

 Four-to-three lane conversions across 
the country have been successfully im-
plemented on corridors with an ADT of 
15,000 or less, where "success" means 
improvements in safety (e.g., crash rate 
reductions of 10-50%) and little adverse 
impact to traffic flow.  In Michigan, a 
study of lane conversions reported an 
average 26% reduction in injury crashes, 
an average 37% injury crash reduction 
for older drivers, and an average 37% 
pedestrian crash reduction. 

 Michigan DOT and Iowa DOT set guid-
ance limits of about 15,000 to 17,500 
ADT as being realistic volumes for four-
to-three lane conversions. Depending on 
conditions, a three-lane cross section 
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can be investigated at higher levels of 
ADT. 

 Four-to-three lane conversions create 
space for bicycle lanes.  The document 
states that bicycle lanes improve the vis-
ibility of bicyclists to motorists and re-
duce turning conflicts between bicyclists 
and motorists. 

 Business owners worry about loss of cus-
tomer access following a lane conver-
sion, while motorists worry about a re-
duction in capacity and an increase in 
congestion. As a result, the community 
may be reluctant to support a four-to-
three lane conversion. Trial periods of 1-
3 years can be used to build community 
support, if a promise is made to revert 
back to four lanes if the community does 
not want to keep the three-lane lane 
section after the trial period ends. This 
can be a particularly good approach if 
the conversion only involves signing and 
marking. 

Comments 
The document states that three-lane sec-
tions are safer than four-lane sections at in-
tersections and driveways because it is easi-
er for drivers to find gaps in traffic flow.  
While this is reasonable as a general state-
ment, it is desirable to have supporting data. 

The document states that three-lane sec-
tions are better equipped than four-lane 
sections to handle left-turning traffic with-
out causing a large reduction in capacity and 
safety.  This statement assumes that no ex-

clusive left turn lanes are provided through-
out the four-lane section (i.e., the section is 
a four-lane undivided section).  While this is 
reasonable as a general statement, it would 
be desirable to have supporting data, as well 
as data for four-lane sections with exclusive 
left turn lanes (i.e., for four-lane divided sec-
tions).  Data relating the percentage of left 
turns in the traffic stream to the capacity of 
the section would be particularly informa-
tive. 

3.6 TRAFFIC PRACTICES: A GUIDEBOOK 
FOR CITY & COUNTY AGENCIES 
(MISSOURI COALITION FOR ROADWAY 
SAFETY) 

Reference 
Missouri DOT, Missouri LTAP, and Missouri 
Coalition for Roadway Safety. Traffic Practic-
es:  A Guidebook for City & County Agencies. 
Missouri Coalition for Roadway Safety, pub-
lished after 2009. 

Synopsis  
The Missouri Coalition for Roadway Safety 
(MCRS) is a partnership that includes Mis-
souri DOT. MCRS created a guidebook to 
provide local transportation agencies with a 
reference guide for finding information re-
lated to traffic control devices. Within this 
guidebook, there is a section on road diets. 
Key information provided in the guidebook 
includes the following: 

 Road diets provide multiple safety and 
operational benefits for all modes of 
transportation, including: 

▫ Reducing crossing distances for pe-
destrians 

▫ Providing space for pedestrian ref-
uges 

▫ Improving bicyclist safety when bicy-
cle lanes are added 

▫ Providing space for on-street parking 
▫ Reducing rear-end and side-swipe 

crashes 
▫ Improving speed limit compliance 

(i.e., reducing vehicle speeds) 
▫ Decreasing the number of crashes 

and crash severity (e.g., a 29% re-
duction in number of crashes for 
converting a four-lane roadway to 
three-lane roadway) 

 Roadways with an ADT of 20,000 or less 
may be good candidates for road diets. 
Roads with an ADT of 15,000 or less 
have been shown to positively affect 
safety, operations, and livability.  

 Factors to be considered in evaluating 
potential road diets include driveway 
density, transit routes, number of inter-
sections in the corridor, design of inter-
sections in the corridor, and operational 
characteristics of the corridor. 

 Road diets may impact intersection turn 
lanes, signing, pavement markings, traf-
fic control devices, transit stops, pedes-
trian facilities, and bicycle facilities.  

 The four-lane to three-lane road diet is 
compatible with single-lane rounda-
bouts. 
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 Community input should be obtained 
when proposing a road diet. 

Comments 
The road diet material in this guidebook is a 
small section of a larger report but it sup-
plies a list of key resources used to develop 
the material. 

The statement in the guidebook about the 
compatibility of four-lane to three-lane road 
diets with single-lane roundabouts would 
benefit from more discussion. 

3.7 "MOVING BEYOND THE 
AUTOMOBILE:  ROAD DIET" 
TRANSCRIPT (STREETFILMS) 

Reference 
C. Dickerson, Jr. "Moving Beyond the Auto-
mobile: Road Diet." Transcript. Streetfilms, 
April 12, 2011. 

Synopsis 
This article is a transcript of the video “Road 
Diets” from the Streetfilms video series 
“Moving Beyond the Automobile” (MBA). 
Dan Burden, Mike Sallaberry, and Charles 
Gandy discuss the benefits of a road diet. 
Key benefits they describe are: 

 Efficient reallocation of space – In a road 
diet, space is reallocated so the street 
functions more efficiently. Space can be 
reallocated to bicycle/pedestrian infra-
structure and/or parking. The reallocat-
ed space benefits those who live, work, 
and shop in the corridor instead of the 
drivers who just drive through the area. 

 Positive impact on property values and 
sales – Generally, property values go up 
after a road diet, and businesses typical-
ly do better after a road diet. After a 
road diet, motorists drive more prudent-
ly, people can shop for parking spaces, 
and the retail life of the street improves.  

 Increased livability – A road diet can re-
sult in a quieter street and a street with 
more social interactions.  

 Cost-effectiveness – A road diet is one of 
the most cost-effective ways to improve 
a roadway. One of the participants in the 
video states that a roadway can be con-
verted for about $50,000 per mile. 

 Multimodal accommodation 
▫ Pedestrians – Road diets reduce 

speeding, make vehicle movements 
more predictable, and shorten cross-
ing distances. 

▫ Bicyclists – Many road diets shift 
space from car lanes to create bike 
lanes. 

▫ Drivers – Road diets reduce speed-
ing, which improves safety.  Road 
diets can provide left-turn pockets, 
which allows through traffic to pro-
ceed without shifting lanes or wait-
ing behind turning vehicles. 

One of the participants in the video notes 
that a road diet on Valencia Street in San 
Francisco in the 1990s resulted in a 140% 
increase in bicyclist volume.  The road diet 
converted a four-lane street into a three-
lane street with bicycle lanes. 

Comments 
Although the speakers are recognized as 
having a large base of knowledge on this 
topic, no references were cited. 

3.8 REVITALIZING THE URBAN CORE: 
ROAD DIETS (METRO JACKSONVILLE) 

Reference 
Davis, Ennis. "Revitalizing the Urban Core: 
Road Diets." Metro Jacksonville. August 2, 
2010. 

Synopsis 
This article discusses what a road diet is, its 
popularity, and example road diet projects. 
Key points of the article are as follows: 

 Road diets are typically successful where 
the road carries less than 19,000 vehi-
cles per day. They can be successful at 
up to 23,000 vehicles per day but more 
extensive changes to the roadway might 
be required (e.g., traffic calming treat-
ments on parallel roads) 

 Popularity is gaining. San Francisco leads 
the country in number of road diets, 
with 30 as of 2010, and Hartford, CT, has 
the greatest number of road diets per 
capita, with 12 road diets (as of 2010). 

 Retail merchants in Seattle are reported 
to be strong proponents of road diets. 
This is because reduced vehicle speeds 
allow for easier and safer parking, im-
proved store access, and increased qual-
ity of overall walking conditions and liv-
ability—conditions that support im-
proved economic activity. 
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3.9 ROAD DIETS: FIXING THE BIG ROADS 
(WALKABLE COMMUNITIES, INC.) 

Reference 
D. Burden and P. Lagerway. Road Diets: Fix-
ing the Big Roads. Walkable Communities, 
Inc., March 1999. 

Synopsis 
The authors explore the history and benefits 
of road diets. They also discuss processes for 
implementation, considerations, and typical 
roadways selected. Key points of the paper 
are the following: 

 Best Model Project – To build communi-
ty support, the first projects in an area 
should include roadways with some of 
the following characteristics: 
▫ Moderate volumes (ADT of 8,000-

15,000) 
▫ Roads with safety concerns 
▫ Transit corridors 
▫ Popular or essential bicycle routes 

and links 
▫ Commercial reinvestment areas 
▫ Economic enterprise zones 
▫ Historic streets 
▫ Scenic roads 
▫ Entertainment districts 
▫ Main streets 

 Communities proposing a road diet have 
conducted a three- to six-day charrettes 
to gain input and support from a variety 
of people.  Involving the public is essen-

tial because road diets can be controver-
sial. 

 The "ideal" roadway for a road diet is a 
four-lane road carrying 12,000-18,000 
auto trips per day. Road diets may also 
be feasible where the roadway carries 
19,000-25,000 cars per day. 

 The City of Santa Monica is reportedly 
"most comfortable" with road diets 
where auto trips do not exceed 20,000 
per day. 

 Road diets can create more space be-
tween automobiles and fixed objects on 
the roadside.  

The paper contains summaries of several 
road diet before-and-after studies. 

Comments 
The paper states, "Often [road diets] set the 
stage for millions or megamillions of dollars 
in new commercial and residential develop-
ment.  The change can increase the value of 
existing properties."  No supporting data for 
these statements are provided.  Supporting 
data are not provided for several of the stud-
ies described in the paper. 

The paper states, "Four-lane roadways sig-
nificantly discourage mobility and access of 
transit users (cannot cross these streets), 
pedestrians, and bicyclists."  This statement 
seems to be an exaggeration, as there are 
many examples of four-lane roadways that 
support non-auto uses.  It is not uncommon, 
for example, to find four-lane roads with 
signalized crossings and/or pedestrian ref-

uge islands.  A more informative statement 
might have focused on fundamental factors 
(e.g., auto speeds and volumes) and reiter-
ated that site-specific assessment is essen-
tial. 

The paper describes the ADT of 30,000 car-
ried by Lake Washington Boulevard in Kirk-
land, WA, as an ADT that "may be beyond 
the comfort range of many."  The paper 
states that an ADT of 20,000-23,000 is more 
likely to be acceptable to the community. 

3.10 COAST HIGHWAY LANE 
REDUCTION TO GO FORWARD (SAN 
DIEGO UNION TRIBUNE) 

Reference 
B. Henry. "Coast Highway Lane Reduction to 
Go Forward." The San Diego Union-Tribune, 
February 1, 2013. 

Synopsis 
This article is about the plan to eliminate 
one northbound lane of Coast Highway 101 
in Encinitas, CA, which was approved by the 
City despite concerns expressed by the state 
Coastal Commission. A public hearing was 
held, with much voiced support from bicy-
clists encouraging the project, which is antic-
ipated to create a safer environment for bi-
cyclists.  

The Coastal Commission's concern related to 
the need for the City of obtain a coastal de-
velopment permit because the lane reduc-
tion project "changes the intensity of use of 
the road." A City civil engineer countered 
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that (1) state officials typically exempt cities 
from coastal permit requirements for small-
scale projects like repaving and (2) this lane 
reduction project does not change the 
amount of traffic on the road or add lanes to 
the road.  The City intends to move forward 
with the project. 

Comments 
This article provides an example of how mul-
tiple agencies and local governments may 
get involved in a lane elimination project. 

3.11 COSTS OF COMPLETE STREETS 
(NATIONAL COMPLETE STREETS 
COALITION) 

Reference 
"Costs of Complete Streets:  What We Are 
Learning from State and Local Govern-
ments." National Complete Streets Coalition, 
Washington, D.C., 2011. 

Synopsis 
Taken from the National Complete Streets 
Coalition website, the fact sheet entitled 
“Costs of Complete Streets” discusses the 
cost-effectiveness of converting streets into 
Complete Streets. This is relevant to lane 
elimination projects because reallocating 
street space to non-auto modes is a com-
mon goal of lane elimination projects. Key 
findings from the fact sheet that pertain to 
lane elimination projects are: 

 Complete Streets can be achieved within 
existing budgets. 
▫ Projects can be achieved within ex-

isting transportation budgets and 

can sometimes save money that 
might otherwise have been expend-
ed on widening projects. 

▫ Complete Street policies do not nec-
essarily trigger any additional spend-
ing but they do require more careful 
planning of existing transportation 
projects. Safety improvements can 
be incorporated into existing pro-
jects instead of seeking separate 
funding sources. 

▫ Many projects are modest in size 
and low cost. 

 Citizens support Complete Streets. 
 Complete Streets are safer streets. 

▫ Complete Street policies are a cost-
effective way to address pedestrian 
safety hazards. 

▫ Examples 

• Orlando, FL: A four-to-three lane 
elimination project on Edge-
water Drive reduced the fre-
quency of injury crashes from 
one every nine days to one eve-
ry 30 days, and the number of 
people walking and bicycling 
rose 23% and 30%, respectively. 

• Vancouver, WA: A four-to-three 
lane elimination project on 
Fourth Plain Boulevard reduced 
vehicle crashes by 52%, and the 
number of pedestrian crashes 
dropped from two per year to 
zero. 

• Lee County, FL:  County staff de-
cided that five roads shown to 
be four-laned in the Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
should instead be improved as 
two-lane roads with medians 
and turn lanes.  The total cost 
for all five projects was reduced 
by $58.5 million. 

• Colorado Springs, CO:  The City 
has created miles of bikeways 
through lane elimination pro-
jects.  Speeding has been re-
duced by the projects, and 
community satisfaction has in-
creased. 

3.12 PROVEN SAFETY 
COUNTERMEASURES:  ROAD DIET 
(FHWA) 

Reference 
“Proven Safety Countermeasures: Road Diet 
(Roadway Reconfiguration)." FHWA, Wash-
ington, D.C., 2012. 

Synopsis 
This fact sheet discusses the benefits of a 
road diet and provides background infor-
mation and guidance on when to implement 
a road diet. Key facts in the document are: 

 Four-to-three lane elimination projects 
have resulted in a 29% reduction in all 
roadway crashes. Reductions in rear-end 
and side-swipe crashes are most com-
mon. 
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 Reduced crossing distances benefit pe-
destrians. 

 Reallocated space can provide room for 
pedestrian crossing islands as well as 
bike lanes ( which increase safety for bi-
cyclists) and on-street parking. The latter 
two options create buffer space be-
tween pedestrians and vehicles, increas-
ing the safety and quality of travel of 
pedestrians. 

 If there is only one through lane in each 
direction, multiple-threat crashes (i.e., 
when the driver in one lane stops for a 
pedestrian but the driver in the adjacent 
lane does not) are reduced. 

 Reduced vehicle speeds are associated 
with improved speed limit compliance 
and decreased crash severity. 

 Roadways with ADTs of 20,000 or less 
may be good candidates for a road diet. 
Roads with ADTs of 15,000 or less have 
been reported to have very good results 
in the areas of safety, operations, and 
livability. Other considerations are 
driveway density, transit routes, and the 
number and design of intersections 
along the corridor. 

Comments 
The article has many key resources cited at 
the end. 

3.13 ROAD DIETS – WHITE PAPER (CITY 
OF ASHLAND, OR) 

Reference 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc., “Road Diets – 
White Paper.” Portland, OR, January 11, 
2011. 

Synopsis 
This white paper is one in a set of five devel-
oped for the City of Ashland’s Transportation 
System Plan update to present information 
on tools, opportunities, and potential strate-
gies to help develop a green transportation 
community. It presents general information 
on road diets including example projects and 
their effects.  A table in the report summa-
rizes before-and-after data for three road 
diet projects.  An additional project is pre-
sented in more detail as a case study.  

According to the white paper, road diets 
provide the following benefits: 

 Improved traffic flow – The reduced 
number of vehicle travel lanes in the 
same direction reduces lane changes 
and weaving, which improves vehicle 
flow along the corridor.  

 Vehicle speeds reduced closer to desired 
operating speed – The narrowed road-
way and features such as on-street park-
ing and bike lanes create a “tunnel ef-
fect” that naturally slows motorists. 

 Reduced conflicts and reduced number 
of crashes – The reduced number of au-
tomobile travel lanes reduces the num-

ber of conflict points along the roadway 
segment. The number of crashes de-
crease due to the reduced number of 
conflict points, the slower operating 
speeds, and the increase in motorists’ 
attentiveness resulting from higher lev-
els of street activity. National research 
indicates that converting a four-lane un-
divided road to a three-lane road with 
two through lanes and a center turn lane 
reduces crashes by approximately 29%. 

 A more attractive environment for pe-
destrians and bicyclists – Reallocating 
existing right-of-way to designate space 
exclusively for pedestrian and/or bicycle 
travel provides a more inviting and com-
fortable setting for pedestrians and bicy-
clists. Reduced vehicle speeds and the 
streetscape improvements that often 
accompany road diets also improve the 
quality of travel for pedestrian and bicy-
clists.  

The white paper identifies the following sit-
uations where extra care needs to be taken 
to make a road diet successful: 

 Relatively high access density – Accesses 
and driveways should be consolidated to 
help reduce conflict points in the corri-
dor. 

 Offset minor streets at intersections – 
Offset minor street approaches at inter-
sections should be realigned and/or con-
sideration should be given to restricting 
access to/from those minor streets to 
right-in/right-out only. 
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 Heavy existing traffic congestion – Ef-
forts should be made to mitigate existing 
traffic congestion along a corridor with 
intersections currently operating at or 
near capacity before attempting to im-
plement a road diet on the corridor. 

3.14 NICKERSON STREET 
RECHANNELIZATION BEFORE-AND-
AFTER REPORT (SEATTLE DOT) 

Reference 
"Nickerson Street Rechannelization: Before 
and After Report."  City of Seattle, WA, 
March 1, 2012. 

Synopsis 
This study by the Seattle DOT describes the 
effects of reconfiguring the travel lanes on 
Nickerson Street from 13th Avenue West to 
Florentia Street. The goal of the project was 
to improve pedestrian safety by reducing 
pedestrians' exposure to traffic and reducing 
vehicle speeds. Prior to rechannelization, 
there were two travel lanes in each direc-
tion. The street was reconfigured to one lane 
in each direction with a two-way left turn 
lane in the center and bicycle lanes in each 
direction. Two new marked crosswalks were 
installed. Key findings of the study were as 
follows: 

 Speed – The percent of drivers traveling 
over the speed limit was reduced by 
more than 60% in both directions.  The 
percent of "top-end" speeders (those 
traveling more than 10 mph over the 
posted speed) was reduced by more 

than 90% in each direction. The 85th 
percentile speed was reduced by 18% in 
the westbound direction and 24% in the 
eastbound direction. 

 Safety – The rechannelization and instal-
lation of marked crosswalks reduced col-
lisions by 23% one year after project 
completion. 

 Volume – Daily and p.m. peak traffic 
volumes changed very little with the im-
plementation of the project.  A.M. peak 
volumes decreased 10% after the im-
plementation of the project. 

 Diverted traffic – The project does not 
appear to have diverted traffic to other 
corridors.  In fact, according to the 
study, traffic volumes on potential diver-
sion routes decreased after implementa-
tion of the Nickerson Street project. 

 Freight use – The number of freight ve-
hicles on Nickerson street rose "slightly" 
after project implementation; freight 
vehicles are approximately 5% of the ve-
hicles using the corridor. Large trucks 
(such as semi-trailers) make up approx-
imately 2% of total traffic, and such 
trucks continue to use the corridor as a 
through route and as a means of access-
ing the surrounding neighborhood. 

4.0 LANE ELIMINATION ISSUES 
This section contains profiles of issues that 
may be associated with lane elimination pro-
jects.  This section could serve as the foun-
dation for a lane elimination review check-
list. Three cautions should be kept in mind 
when considering these issues: 

 There are trade-offs in addressing all of 
these issues. 

 Some issues are interrelated. 
 Successfully addressing some of these 

issues will require a lot of lead time, so 
early coordination with the applicant 
and relevant stakeholders is critical. 

 

4.1 SAFETY IMPACTS 

Profile 
Generally, lane elimination results in a net 
improvement to safety.  However, as with 
many aspects of lane elimination, the safety 
impacts of these actions can be both positive 
and negative.  In part, the negative impacts 
can be mitigated through design and opera-
tional decisions; however, they are also like-
ly to be impacted by changes in adjoining 
land use and peoples’ travel decisions, in-
cluding modal choice. 

The Project for Public Spaces [1] cites the 
before-and-after study results summarized 
in Table 2.  Other studies show that the 
speed of vehicles are reduced on the 
through lane or lanes after a lane elimina-
tion.  The studies point to a speed reduction 
of 1 to 7 mph, depending on conditions.  

There are trade-offs in addressing the myriad 
issues associated with lane elimination pro-
jects.  Some of the issues are interrelated, so 
addressing one issue will require additional 
actions to address related issues.  Addressing 
some issues will require a significant amount 
of lead time. 
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One study cited an 18% decrease in speeds 
(i.e., an 8 mph reduction from 45 mph). 

One of the most obvious advantages of a 
lane elimination project is that pedestrian 
exposure to oncoming traffic is reduced, of-
ten by half (e.g., a two-lane road versus a 
four-lane road).  As such, decreases in pe-
destrian crashes as high as 80% have been 
observed after lane elimination projects 
have been implemented.  

Impacts: 

 Lane elimination projects generally re-
duce crash rates.  It has been observed 
in some cases that the total number of 
pedestrian and bicycle crashes increases 
after a lane elimination project is im-
plemented, but this generally reflects an 
increase in volumes rather than an in-
crease in crash rates. 

 Lane elimination projects generally re-
duce the severity of crashes. 

 

Many studies indicate that the number of 
crashes as well as the crash rates decrease 
significantly after a lane elimination project.  
Studies show reductions in the number of 
crashes ranging from 14% to 60% and de-
creases in crash rates ranging from 34% to 
68%.  The number of injury crashes is re-
duced similarly (e.g., 33% to 68%).     

With slower speeds and fewer conflicting 
movements, studies of such lane elimination 
projects have shown reductions in rear-end 
crashes, as well as a 56% reduction in angle 
crashes. 

Factors to consider: 

 Pedestrian and bicycle riders – It should 
be kept in mind that, when implemented 
in conjunction with a Complete Streets 
strategy, it is likely that the total number 
of pedestrians and bicyclists may in-
crease after lane elimination project im-
plementation.  Providing safe accommo-
dations for non-motorized modes of 
travel is important in lane elimination 
projects. 

 Travel patterns – Crash experience on 
cross streets and alternative routes 
might be issues for investigation. 

 Minimum design standards – Lane elimi-
nation projects should meet or exceed 
minimum design standards for all 
modes. 

 User expectancy – Modifying the cross 
section of an existing roadway will re-
quire actions to ensure that users of the 
facility are prepared for the change. 

4.2 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS IMPACTS 

Profile 
According to studies by FHWA, under most 
ADT conditions, lane elimination (of one 
through lane per direction) seems to have 
minimal effects on vehicle capacity because 
left-turning vehicles were moved into a 

common two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL). 
Four-lane roadways with ADT of up to 
20,000 (or up to 1,750 vehicles per peak 
hour) have been shown to be good candi-
dates for a road diet. Four-lane roads with 
ADTs higher than 20,000 should be evaluat-
ed for feasibility on a case-by-case basis. [2] 
Similarly, of the before-and-after studies 
conducted, little to no changes in vehicle 
LOS were seen for roadway segments and 
intersections, while achieving the desired 
effects of slower vehicle speed and fewer 
accidents. When a street is converted to two 
lanes, this helps to calm traffic, in part by 
eliminating the opportunity for passing and 
in part because the slower drivers set the 
speed. 

 

The Project for Public Spaces [1] cites the 
before-and-after study results summarized 
in Table 2. 

 

 

Issue:  Safety 

Lane elimination projects generally reduce 
crash rates and crash severity. 

Issue:  Traffic Operations 

Lane elimination projects are reported to 
work best when ADT is less than 20,000 (on a 
four-lane roadway) and left-turning vehicles 
are removed from the through traffic flow, 
and traffic diversion resulting from a lane 
elimination project can be significantly  lower 
than project opponents anticipate.  However, 
projects should be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis. 
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Table 2. Before-and-After Crash and Operations Data 

Project Context Features of Completed 
Project 

Impacts 

Stone Way North in 
Seattle, WA 

 Formerly four lanes 
 Posted speed = 30 

mph 
 1.2 miles long 

 Two lanes with two-way 
left turn lane 

 Bike lanes 

 Bicycle traffic increased 35% (15% of peak hour traffic volume) 
 No diversion of autos to other routes 
 85th percentile speed reduced from 37 mph to 34-36 mph 
 Vehicles traveling > 40 mph reduced from 4% of traffic to 1% of traffic 
 Total crashes reduced by 14% 
 Injury crashes reduced by 33% 
 Angle collisions reduced by 56% 
 Bicycle crash rate reduced 

Raymond Avenue in 
Poughkeepsie, NY 

 Minor arterial 
 Formerly four lanes 
 1.5 miles long 

 Two lanes 
 Three new roundabouts 
 New midblock crossing 
 Landscaping 
 Curb extensions 
 Landscaped median 

 Crashes decreased from 35 to 17 over two six-month periods 
 Speeds decreased 24% (about 9 mph) 
 Travel time increased 7% 
 Delays decreased 56% at roundabouts 
 ADT decreased 8.8% at Vassar College 
 ADT increased on some parallel streets, partly due to external factors 

Prospect Park West 
in Brooklyn, NY 

 Formerly three one-
way lanes 

 On-street parking 

 Two lanes 
 Two-way bikeway 
 On-street parking 
 Signal timing modifica-

tions 
 Pedestrian refuges 

 Vehicle plus bicycle traffic increased 13% in the a.m. peak period and 9% in the p.m. 
peak period 

 Peak volumes and travel times "stable" 
 Weekday bicycle traffic volume nearly tripled 
 Weekend bicycle traffic more than doubled 
 Speeding vehicles reduced from 74% to 20% 
 Average speed reduced from 33.8 to 26.6 mph 
 Crashes reduced by 16% 
 Injuries reduced by 21% 
 Bicycle traffic on sidewalks decreased from 46% to 3% 

continued 
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Project Context Features of Completed 
Project 

Impacts 

Edgewater Drive in 
Orlando, FL 

 Arterial 
 Formerly four lanes 
 On-street parking 
 Posted speed = 35 

mph 
 1.5 miles long 

 Two lanes with two-way 
left turn lane 

 Bike lanes 
 On-street parking 

 Speeding vehicles reduced from 15.7% to 7.5% at north end of segment, 9.8% to 8.9% in 
the middle of segment, and 29.5% to 19.6% at south end of segment 

 Crashes per mile decreased 34% 
 Crash frequency decreased from 1 crash per 2.5 days to 1 crash per 4.2 days 
 Injury frequency decreased from 1 injury per 8.9 days to 1 injury per 30.4 days 
 Pedestrian traffic increased 23% 
 Bicycle traffic increased 30% 
 ADT decreased 12% immediately after implementation but increased to slightly above 

the "before" ADT over time 
 Travel time increased 50 seconds on average during the a.m. peak period 
 Northbound travel time increased 10 seconds during the p.m. peak period 
 Southbound travel time decreased 10 seconds during the p.m. peak period 
 No noticeable effect on buses 

East Boulevard in 
Charlotte, NC 

 Arterial 
 Formerly four to 

five lanes 
 16,000 to 24,400 

ADT 
 Posted speed = 35 

mph 
 1.5 miles long 

 Two lanes with two-way 
left turn lane 

 Bike lanes 
 Pedestrian refuges 
 Curb extensions 
 Tree canopy 

 Travel time remained constant in Phases 1 and 2 
 85th percentile speed decreased from 43 mph to 40 mph in early phases 
 ADT decreased from 20,500 to 17,500 in Phase 1 and increased from 18,600 to 19,700 

in Phase 2 

Nebraska Avenue in 
Tampa, FL 

 Arterial 
 Formerly four lanes 
 3.2 miles long 

 Two lanes with median 
or two-way left turn lane 

 Widened lanes 
 Bike lanes 
 Bus pullouts 
 Upgraded signals 
 ADA improvements 

 Crash rate decreased from 8.5 to 3.3 crashes per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT) 
 Fatal/incapacitating crashes reduced by 45% per year (33% per MVMT) 
 Sideswipe crashes reduced from 0.78 per MVMT to 0.08 per MVMT 
 Bike crashes reduced from 5.0 per year to 2.7 per year 
 Pedestrian crashes reduced from 7.0 per year to 2.7 per year 
 ADT decreased from 17,900 to 14,600 (not diverted to side streets but possibly diverted 

to an improved I-275) 

Source:  [1] 
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Impacts: 

 Capacity – According to FHWA, it is only 
for road diets on four-lane roadways 
with ADTs above approximately 20,000 
that there is an increased chance that 
traffic congestion will increase to the 
point of diverting traffic to alternative 
routes. In the cases of lane elimination 
projects that FHWA examined through-
out North America, lane eliminations 
have not resulted in reductions in ADT, 
meaning such projects have not caused 
inconveniences to motorists to the point 
of them diverting to alternative routes. 

 Speed – According to FHWA, before-
and-after studies suggest a traffic calm-
ing effect that results in a 4-5 mph re-
duction in the 85th percentile free-flow  
speed, a 25% reduction in travel speed, 
and a 30 percent reduction in the per-
centage of vehicles traveling more than 
5 mph over the speed limit. This calming 
effect seems to be more evident when 
lane elimination occurs on US or State 
routes with moderate ADTs in small ur-
ban areas. This calming effect would be 
less likely in the central areas of larger 
cities, where the  speed limits (and traf-
fic speeds) may have been lower to 
begin with. 

 Travel time – According to a before-and-
after study of US 75 in Iowa, a conver-
sion of four to three lanes (with a two-
way-left-turn lane included) resulted in a 
18-second (or 36%) increase in peak 
hour travel time.  

 Delay – For roadways without many sig-
nalized intersections, lane elimination 
may result in a slight increase in delay. 
For roadways with many signalized in-
tersections, a reduction in delay should 
be expected if dedicated left turn lanes 
are added and the traffic signals are 
modified to improve progression and 
reduce cycle lengths (while providing 
appropriate pedestrian phases). In an-
other study of going from five travel 
lanes to three in Kentucky, simulation 
shows a minimum increase in delay of 
up to 7 seconds/trip under the existing 
level of traffic. 

 Queuing – Of the cases examined, queu-
ing has not been an issue. If a two-way-
left-turn lane or left turn pockets are in-
stalled as part of lane elimination pro-
jects, queuing that would otherwise oc-
cur from left-turning vehicles’ delays 
may be eliminated or reduced. 

 Cross streets – Bike lanes, if they were to 
be installed curbside or between parking 
lanes and travel lanes as part of a lane 
elimination project, could increase  sight 
distance and turning radii at intersec-
tions and driveways. 

Factors to consider: 

 Larger operational impacts (such as sig-
nificantly more queuing and delay) that 
may occur with lane elimination in a 
busy downtown setting due to heavy 
side street volumes and the three-lane 
scenario’s loss of left-turn capacity 
caused by the short block lengths 

 Reduction in the number of receiving 
lanes for dual turn lanes from side 
streets 

 Signal timing and coordination on the  
segment from which through lanes are 
being eliminated and the cross streets 

 Achieving preferred design standards vs. 
minimum design standards (e.g., for cen-
ter turn lane width), which may have an 
impact on the operations of the segment 
from which through lanes are being 
eliminated 

 Signal spacing 
 Peaking and directional characteristics of 

traffic (i.e., distribution of daily traffic by 
hour and direction) 

 Posted speed 
 Long-term (forecast) volumes 
 Truck and bus volumes 
 Turning volumes (left and right turns) 
 Driveway density/access management 
 Pedestrian crossing volumes 

4.3 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST 
ACTIVITY 

Profile 
In general, lane elimination projects create a 
more attractive and safer environment for 
pedestrians and bicyclists in many ways. Re-
allocated space can be used to expand or 
create sidewalks and/or bicycle lanes. Space 
reallocated to on-street parking or landscap-
ing creates a buffer between vehicle traffic 
and pedestrians, generating an environment 
that feels more pedestrian-friendly and saf-
er. 
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The Project for Public Spaces [1] cites the 
before-and-after study results summarized 
previously in Table 2.  Other studies show 
increases in pedestrian and bicycle activity of 
23 and 30 percent, respectively. 

 

Impacts: 

 Facilities – The reallocation of existing 
right-of-way to designated space for pe-
destrian and/or bicycle travel provides a 
more inviting and comfortable setting 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Streetscape improvements that may ac-
company lane elimination projects also 
improve the quality of travel for pedes-
trian and bicyclists. 

 Safety – Reduced vehicle speeds and 
reduced exposure to oncoming traffic at 
crossings are added safety effects of 
lane elimination projects. Studies point 
to a speed reduction of 1 to 7 mph, and 
lower speeds reduce the severity of 
crashes. Shorter crossing distances limit 
pedestrian and bicyclist exposure to on-
coming traffic and eliminate the multi-
ple-threat crashes. Decreases in pedes-
trian crashes as high as 80% have been 
observed after lane elimination projects 
have been implemented. [2] Bicycle 

crash rates have been shown to de-
crease as well, even if the total number 
of crashes did not decrease; the increase 
in bicycling volumes combined with the 
same number of crashes resulted in a 
lower crash rate. The number of crashes 
may also decrease because of increased 
motorists’ attentiveness to higher levels 
of street activity.  

Factors to consider: 

 Depending on the scope of the project, 
upgrades to meet ADA standards may be 
required for pedestrian facilities. 

 Trade-offs exist between providing dedi-
cated pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and using the available right-of-way for 
other purposes (e.g., medians, landscap-
ing, and transit facilities). 

 Alternative means of improving pedes-
trian and bicyclist safety may exist.  For 
example, an alternative means of reduc-
ing pedestrian crossing distances is con-
struction of curb extensions or bulb-
outs. 

 Additional improvements  may be need-
ed if the corridor has a relatively high 
number of access points, offset minor 
streets, and heavy congestion. For ex-
ample, a lane elimination project in a 
corridor with a relatively high number of 
access points might be more successful if 
access points are consolidated as part of 
the lane elimination project and traffic is 
able to flow more smoothly as a result. 
[3] 

4.4 IMPACTS TO TRANSIT 
ROUTING/STOPS AND RIDERSHIP 

Profile 
Lane elimination projects could affect the 
routing of transit services and the location 
and design of transit stops. Existing and pro-
posed lane elimination projects identified to 
date are not located in existing rail corridors, 
so impacts to bus services are the most likely 
type of transit impact. However, implemen-
tation of rail transit and/or dedicated transit 
running ways may be planned for the corri-
dor, and the lane elimination project must 
take such plans into consideration. 

Lane elimination projects should ensure that 
at least one resulting through lane in each 
direction is wide enough to accommodate 
buses (i.e., at least 11 feet wide according to 
[5]). 

 

Information relevant to the design of transit 
facilities in Florida can be found in FDOT's 
Accessing Transit: Design Handbook for Flor-
ida Bus Passenger Facilities [6] and FDOT's 

Issue:  Pedestrian and Bicyclist Activity 

Lane elimination projects are reported to 
create safer, more comfortable environ-
ments for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

 

Issue:  Impacts to Transit 

A lane elimination project may or may not 
have a significant impact on transit service.  
Access to transit, delays to buses caused by 
increased congestion, delays caused by buses 
stopping in through lanes, and stop reloca-
tion are topics for consideration, as is the 
potential for a corridor to support a dedicat-
ed transit facility in the future. 
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Typical Sections for Exclusive Transit Running 
Ways. [7] 

Only a limited number of studies to date 
have documented the impacts that lane 
elimination projects have on transit services. 
Specific impacts described in these studies 
include the following: [1] 

 The East Boulevard road diet in Char-
lotte, NC, was a corridor project that 
"improved pedestrian and bicycle infra-
structure connections to bus routes and 
light rail." 

 The Edgewater Drive road diet in Orlan-
do, FL, "had no measured impact on bus 
loading times or operations." 

Impacts: 

 Lane elimination may negatively affect 
the speed and reliability of bus services, 
especially if just one travel lane per di-
rection remains.  Constructing bus bulbs 
can mitigate these effects, although use 
of bus bulbs may result in delays for 
other vehicles when there is just one 
through lane in each direction and the 
bus stops in that through lane to serve 
passengers. 

Factors to consider: 

 Marking of transit zones and stop loca-
tions 

 Provision of adequate, accessible pedes-
trian access to transit 

 Compatibility of with transit use 
 Bus volumes and headways 

 Number and type of bus routes operat-
ing in the corridor (which is significant 
because express buses in the corridor 
will require a passing lane or other 
means of passing stopped local buses) 

 Number of bus stops and/or need to 
relocate bus stops 

 Need to re-route transit services 
 Need for bus pull-outs due to automo-

bile speeds vs. re-entry delay experi-
enced by buses attempting to leave bus 
pull-outs 

 Use of transit preferential treatments in 
the corridor (e.g., transit signal priority 
and signals timed for bus progression) 

 Coordination with the LRTP and TDP re-
garding future transit services planned in 
the corridor 

4.5 IMPACTS ON PARKING SUPPLY AND 
ACTIVITY 

Profile 
The effect of lane elimination on parking 
supply and parking activity is highly depend-
ent on the roadway cross sections before 
and after the lane elimination project. In 
most instances, the lane elimination project 
does not reduce the supply of parking on the 
roadway. In fact, underutilized travel lanes 
are often eliminated in favor of additional 
on-street parking, effectively increasing the 
parking supply. 

It is well known that the public does not like 
removal of parking spaces. An example of 
the public’s resistance occurred in the City of 
Santa Barbara (CA), which proposed a road 

diet that would remove on-street parking. 
Residents pressured the City to keep on-
street parking and remove a traffic lane in-
stead. [8] 

 

Impacts: 

 The HCM 2010 multimodal level of ser-
vice methodology uses on-street parking 
percentage as an analysis parameter. For 
pedestrians, higher on-street parking uti-
lization results in improved level of ser-
vice, as these parked cars act as buffers. 
For bicyclists, level of service is adversely 
impacted by on-street parking, as "door-
ing" becomes a greater concern. [9] 
Generally, a five- or six-foot wide bicycle 
lane next to an eight-foot wide parking 
lane does not have dooring issues. 

 In Ashland, OR, a before-and-after study 
of a lane elimination project found that 
parking utilization increased from 29 
percent to 41 percent after the lane 
elimination project was implemented. 
[10] 

 On-street parking acts as a traffic calm-
ing device, creating a “tunnel effect” 
that naturally slows motorists’ speeds. 
[3] 

Issue:  Parking 

Removal of on-street parking can be a con-
troversial issue, but lane elimination projects 
do not typically reduce the supply of on-
street parking. 
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 The provision of on-street parking allows 
for the construction of curb extensions 
at crosswalks, which reduce crossing dis-
tance for pedestrians. 

Factors to consider: 

 Parallel vs. angled parking 
▫ According to the MUTCD, parallel 

parking stalls may be eight feet wide 
by 22 to 26 feet long. [11] Angled 
parking uses less linear curb length 
per parking space than traditional 
parallel parking, so more spaces can 
be provided on the same block. 
However, angled parking takes up 
more distance perpendicular to the 
curb (20 feet next to a 13 feet travel 
lane). [12] 

▫ Angled parking may be considered 
on low-speed and low-volume 
commercial collectors and main 
streets. [13] 

▫ Back-in angled parking—as opposed 
to head-in angled parking—is con-
sidered beneficial to bicyclists, as it 
is easier to make eye contact with 
drivers as they pull out of their park-
ing spots. On the other hand, drivers 
may be confused by this configura-
tion. 

 Induced effects 
▫ The increased non-motorized level 

of service typically provided by lane 
elimination projects may turn driv-
ers into pedestrians or bicyclists, po-

tentially reducing parking demand in 
the study roadway.  

▫ However, if free on-street parking is 
provided, it will reduce the market 
price of parking of all types (includ-
ing off-street parking). Because 
providing this parking has an associ-
ated cost, it is in essence a subsidy 
that incentivizes automobile travel 
and inflates parking demand. [14] 

 Roadway design characteristics 
▫ High-speed street types are not suit-

able for on-street parking. [12] 
▫ On-street parking should not impede 

visibility for pedestrians, bicyclists 
and other vehicles. This means that 
on-street parking spaces should be 
located carefully relative to intersec-
tions and crosswalks. [12] 

 Twenty-four-hour vs. peak period park-
ing 
▫ On-street parking can be allowed at 

some times of the day and disal-
lowed at peak traffic times. This can 
allow more efficient use of lane ca-
pacity when it is needed. [12] 

 Metering of on-street parking 
▫ If on-street parking is created by a 

lane elimination project, the distri-
bution of meter revenue might be-
come a topic of discussion between 
the jurisdiction that maintains the 
roadway and the jurisdiction in 
which the roadway is located.  This 

issue is considered in Section 
10.6.11 of the FDOT Right of Way 
Procedures Manual [15] with respect 
to State roadways. 

4.6 SALES TAX REVENUE AND PROPERTY 
VALUE IMPACTS 

Profile 
The impacts of lane elimination projects on 
sales tax revenues and property values are 
mixed, although most studies point to either 
no overall economic impacts or some posi-
tive impact. Typical concerns related to sales 
tax revenue include the belief that eliminat-
ing lanes will reduce the volume of business 
for establishments along the roadway where 
the lane will be removed. Additionally, there 
are concerns that lane elimination projects 
will increase congestion on the roadway, 
which will result in lower property values 
along the route. [16] 

Example projects: 

 East Main Street in El Cajon, CA:  On East 
Main Street, two through lanes were 
removed from a four-lane roadway, re-
sulting in a two-lane roadway with angle 
parking. Since the lane elimination pro-
ject was implemented, property values 
have increased 181% (more than double 
than the citywide average), and taxable 
sales have increased by 66% compared 
to 45% for the entire city.  Lease rates 
have increased by 56 percent. [17] 

 Fourth Plain Boulevard in Vancouver, 
WA:  Fourth Plain Boulevard was re-
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striped from a four-lane facility to a 
three-lane facility with a two-way left 
turn lane. ADA ramps, bicycle lanes, and 
underground utility work were under-
taken as part of this effort. Gross sales 
receipts in the corridor increased by 
3.1% after implementation of the road 
diet. Two comparable commercial zones 
elsewhere in the city saw declines of 
9.8% and 25%. [13] 

 York Boulevard in Los Angeles, CA:  Prior 
to the road diet, York Boulevard was a 
four-lane roadway with on-street park-
ing.  The reconfigured roadway consist-
ed of one through lane in each direction, 
a center turn lane, and on-street park-
ing, with bicycle lanes added later. A 
study of this project found no significant 
change in property values as a result of 
the road diet.  While sales tax revenues 
are higher in the affected portion of York 
Boulevard, the study was not able to 
conclude that the road diet caused in 
the increase in sales tax revenues. [16] 

Despite the findings of the above studies, 
anecdotal reports indicate that lane elimina-
tion projects in Florida have resulted in sub-
stantial positive economic development im-
pacts. Cited examples of such projects in-
clude Atlantic Avenue in Delray Beach and 
Las Olas Boulevard in Fort Lauderdale. 

Impacts: 

 Business activity – Studies have shown 
that lane elimination projects can (but 
do not always) increase economic activi-

ty. Studies have shown a wide variation 
in lane elimination project impacts on 
business activity, from little to no in-
crease in economic activity relative to 
neighborhood growth to a 174% in-
crease in business activity (implying the 
possibility of positive impacts). 

 Property values – No significant impacts 
on property values have been estab-
lished in quantitative studies of lane 
elimination projects. Property values 
may be positively impacted by potential 
streetscape improvements implemented 
in conjunction with lane elimination pro-
jects. 

 

Factors to consider: 

 Merchants’ perceptions – Research into 
surveys of merchants' perceptions on 
both the possible business impacts re-
sulting from a lane elimination and their 
perceptions of customer travel patterns 
are often inaccurate.  Efforts to educate 
local merchants on these issues may be 
beneficial in gaining support for a lane 
elimination project. 

 On-street parking – On-street parking is 
an important and potentially conten-
tious asset to local merchants and cus-
tomers. Removal of a parking lane as 

part of a lane elimination project may 
make the lane elimination project con-
troversial. 

4.7 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

Profile 
Lane elimination projects generally have a 
net positive impact on the environment. If 
there is a reduction in traffic volumes 
through a shift to non-auto modes resulting 
from the lane elimination project, air quality 
will improve and noise will be reduced. Addi-
tionally, lane elimination projects provide an 
opportunity to add landscaping and green 
projects to streets.  There are several bene-
fits associated with "greening" a corridor 
related to runoff reduction, detention, re-
tention, conveyance, water quality mitiga-
tion, and carbon absorption by plants.  How-
ever, the pollution generated by increased 
congestion and the reconstruction of the 
existing road should be taken into account.  

 

Impacts: 

 Traffic volume reductions (through 
mode shift) can positively impact air 
quality. 

 Increases in delay can adversely impact 
air quality. 

 Lane elimination projects create space 
for low-emission travel.  If trees and 

Issue:  Sales Tax Revenue and Property Value 

Lane elimination projects generally have no 
impact or a positive impact on sales tax reve-
nues and property values. 

 

Issue:  Environmental Impacts 

Lane elimination projects generally have a 
net positive impact on the environment. 
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landscaping are added to the corridor, 
air quality can improve still further due 
to carbon absorption by the plants. 

 If the road surface is replaced by more 
permeable materials, stormwater man-
agement is improved. Landscaping ele-
ments like bioswales, planters, rain gar-
dens, and street trees help curb storm-
water runoff and are beneficial for ecol-
ogy. Optimal stormwater management is 
more than simply removing rainfall as 
quickly as possible, as simply removing 
rainfall quickly risks negative environ-
mental impacts associated with both 
stormwater quality and quantity (e.g., 
polluted runoff, sedimentation, and 
bank erosion). Instead, optimal storm-
water management focuses on efforts to 
retain and treat—or even eliminate—
runoff at the source through cost-
effective green infrastructure. [18] 

 Reductions in auto traffic caused by 
travelers shifting to non-auto modes can 
lead to reduced traffic noise in the corri-
dor. 

Factors to consider: 

 The city or county may require specific 
environmental permits. 

 If the project uses federal funding, the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process has to be followed. 
However, a lane elimination project typ-
ically occurs within existing pavement, 
so it is possible that the project can ob-
tain a Categorical Exclusion. [19] 

 Green landscaping is a means of enhanc-
ing environmental sustainability. 

 Reconstructing an existing roadway can 
have an environmental cost.  Additional-
ly, traffic studies must consider future 
capacity needs to avoid the situation in 
which it is necessary to reconstruct the 
road again in a short span. 

 If the road needs a new surface, paving 
materials should be chosen to minimize 
noise and to maximize reflectivity in or-
der to reduce the urban heat island ef-
fect, improve air quality, and increase 
pavement durability. 

 If the lane reduction project diverts traf-
fic to other corridors, environmental im-
pacts (e.g., emissions and noise) may in-
crease in those corridors. 

4.8 DESIGN VARIANCES AND 
EXCEPTIONS  

Profile 
FDOT's design standards are available 
through the Roadway Design Office. [20] 

According to FDOT’s Plans Preparation Man-
ual [21], design exceptions are required 
when proposed design elements are below 
both the FDOT's governing criteria and 
AASHTO’s new construction criteria for the 
13 Controlling Design Elements. The 13 Con-
trolling Design Elements are: 

1. Design Speed 
2. Lane Widths 
3. Shoulder Widths 
4. Bridge Widths 

5. Structural Capacity 
6. Vertical Clearance 
7. Grades 
8. Cross Slope 
9. Superelevation 
10. Horizontal Alignment 
11. Vertical Alignment 
12. Stopping Sight Distance 
13. Horizontal Clearance 

Design variations are required when pro-
posed design elements do not require a de-
sign exception but are below FDOT's govern-
ing criteria. 

 

Lane elimination projects generally will not 
affect many of the 13 Controlling Design El-
ements. The Controlling Design Elements 
most likely to need a variance or exception 
for these types of projects include but are 
not limited to design speed, lane widths, and 
shoulder widths. 

Approval from multiple individuals may be 
required for certain issues. The guidelines 
for approval authorities are outlined in Vol-
ume 1, Section 23.3, of the Plans Prepara-
tion Manual. [21] 

Impacts: 

Issue:  Design Variances and Exceptions 

Lane elimination projects can be feasible 
without design variances and exceptions.  
Where a variance or exception is needed, it is 
most likely to be related to median and lane 
widths. 
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 May delay project schedule if exceptions 
and variances are not submitted and ap-
proved in advance 

Factors to consider: 

 Lane elimination project components 
such as landscaping may require a sight 
distance evaluation. 

 If automobile and/or bicycle lane widths 
are narrowed as part of a lane elimina-
tion project, a design exception or vari-
ance may be required. 

 Lane elimination projects may be funded 
with safety funds if the lane elimination 
project is intended to address a safety 
issue. When projects using safety funds 
are developed to improve specific safety 
problems, only the elements identified 
under the scope of work for the safety 
improvement project are subject to the 
variance/exception approval processes. 
Existing features within the safety im-
provement project limits not meeting 
design criteria do not require approval 
to remain as long as the project does not 
create a nonconforming condition. The 
safety study should identify all the appli-
cable variations and/or exceptions (de-
sign or utility) required based on the 
proposed scope.  

 Lane elimination projects can go hand-
in-hand with maintenance, resurfacing, 
ride rehabilitation, and skid hazard pro-
jects or may even be considered as one. 
These projects do not require design ex-
ceptions or design variations other than 
for addressing ADA curb ramp require-

ments. If compliance with ADA curb 
ramp requirements is determined to be 
technically infeasible, documentation as 
a design variation is required. Mainte-
nance resurfacing projects can only be 
programmed on routes that meet the 
requirements identified in Chapter 28 of 
the Work Program Instructions. [22] 

4.9 CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND 
PROGRAMS 

Profile 
Proposed lane elimination projects should 
be consistent with adopted plans and pro-
grams.  These plans and programs include 
the following: 

 FDOT Work Program 
 MPO/TPO Long-Range Transportation 

Plan (LRTP) 
 MPO/TPO Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP) 
 State Transportation Improvement Pro-

gram (STIP) 
 Transit agency Transit Development Plan 

(TDP) 
 Local comprehensive plan 
 Local vision documents and master plans 

Specifically, the proposed new cross section 
for a given roadway should be consistent 
with (a) the cross section upon which the 
analyses that informed the above-listed 
plans and programs are based and (b) any 
planned and programmed projects affecting 
that roadway.  If the travel demand model-
ing underlying the LRTP assumed that a 

roadway for which lane elimination is pro-
posed would have a six-lane cross section in 
the long term, reducing the cross section to 
four lanes is not consistent with the LRTP.  If 
the Work Program shows that funding has 
been obtained to widen a given roadway 
from four lanes to six lanes, lane elimination 
is not consistent with the Work Program.  If 
the TDP shows that a given roadway is 
planned to have dedicated bus lanes in the 
future, eliminating through lanes may make 
it infeasible to implement the dedicated bus 
lanes, so lane elimination is not consistent 
with the TDP. 

 

If a proposed lane elimination project is not 
consistent with an adopted plan or program, 
the lane elimination (a) may be infeasible or 
(b) the adopted plan or program must be 
amended or modified.  The amendment pro-
cesses for the above-listed plans and pro-
grams involve the following: 

 Work Program – Amendments must oc-
cur in accordance with Section 339.135 
of the Florida Statutes (F.S.) [23].  See 
Part III, Chapter 3, of the Work Program 
Instructions [22] for detailed information 

Issue:  Consistency with Plans and Programs 

It is essential to ensure that a proposed lane 
elimination project is consistent with adopt-
ed plans and programs.  If there is an incon-
sistency, the project must be modified 
and/or one or more adopted plans and pro-
grams must be amended. 
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about the process, the types of amend-
ments that are possible, and the condi-
tions under which amendments are al-
lowed. 

 LRTP – Amendments must occur in ac-
cordance with the Code of Federal Regu-
lations (CFR) Title 23 Part 450 [24] and 
339.175, F.S. [25]  FDOT's Office of Policy 
Planning has also prepared a document 
[26] that specifies thresholds at which 
proposed changes to LRTP projects re-
quire an amendment to the LRTP; 
amendments may be required based on 
changes in project cost, changes in pro-
ject schedule, changes in project scope, 
and deletion of a cost-feasible project 
from the LRTP.  Also available from the 
Office of Policy Planning is Chapter 4 of 
FDOT's Metropolitan Planning Organiza-
tion Program Management Handbook, 
which includes a section on LRTP admin-
istrative modifications and amendments. 
[27]  An "administrative modification" is 
a change that is less significant than an 
"amendment." 

 TIP – Amendments must occur in ac-
cordance with 23 CFR 450 [24] and 
339.175, F.S. [25]  Chapter 5 of FDOT's 
Metropolitan Planning Organization Pro-
gram Management Handbook includes a 
section on TIP amendments. [8]  Chapter 
5 describes conditions under which a TIP 
amendment is required and the 
amendment process.  Administrative TIP 
amendments do not require the approv-
al of the full MPO/TPO board. 

 STIP – Amendments must occur in ac-
cordance with 23 CFR 450. [24] Chapter 
5 of FDOT's Metropolitan Planning Or-
ganization Program Management Hand-
book notes that each MPO/TPO's TIP is 
incorporated into the STIP and includes 
a section on TIP and STIP amendments. 
[28] Chapter 5 describes conditions un-
der which a STIP amendment is required 
and the amendment process. Additional 
information about STIP amendments 
and administrative modifications is 
available from the FDOT Office of Work 
Program and Budget. [29] 

 TDP – TDPs undergo major updates eve-
ry five years and minor updates annual-
ly.  Both types of update provide an op-
portunity to maintain consistency be-
tween TDP projects and proposed lane 
elimination projects.  TDP updates occur 
according to Florida Administrative Code 
(F.A.C.) Rule 14-73.001 [30].  TDPs are 
required to be consistent with the LRTP 
and the local comprehensive plan. 

 Comprehensive plan – Local government 
comprehensive plans may be amended 
at any time.  The timing of amendment 
submittals will vary by jurisdiction. The 
Florida Department of Economic Oppor-
tunity (DEO) provides information about 
amendment review processes and time 
frames. [31]  163.3177, F.S., states the 
requirements that comprehensive plans 
are to meet. [32]  163.3184, F.S., pro-
vides information about FDOT's role in 

reviewing comprehensive plan amend-
ments. [33] 

 Visions and master plans – Amendment 
processes will vary by jurisdiction. 

Impacts: 

 A proposed lane elimination project may 
be determined to be infeasible if it is not 
consistent with one or more plans and 
programs. 

Factors to consider: 

 The amendment processes may require 
public involvement, the participation 
and approval of multiple agencies, re-
vised fiscal analyses, and revised envi-
ronmental analyses (in non-attainment 
and maintenance areas). 

 Amending one of the above-listed plans 
and programs may require amending 
others (e.g., local comprehensive plans 
should be consistent with the applicable 
LRTP). 

 A project that utilizes federal funding 
must be included in the TIP and STIP.  
Amendments to the TIP and STIP associ-
ated with such projects must be trans-
mitted to FHWA. [28] 

 Environmental document approvals re-
quire consistency with the LRTP, TIP, and 
STIP. [28]  The forthcoming  FHWA/FDOT 
document Final Guidance for Meeting 
Planning Requirements for NEPA Ap-
proval [34] may be helpful. 

 The amendment process can take sever-
al months. [28] 
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4.10 FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

Profile 
Elimination of a lane on a roadway can im-
pact the functional classification of that 
road.  A change in functional classification 
can be very significant because it could re-
sult, effectively, in a gap in the continuity 
and connectivity of the system and it could 
affect planning, funding, traffic analyses, 
project prioritization, and state and federal 
reporting requirements.   As such, potential 
changes to functional classification are key 
considerations in reviewing lane elimination 
projects. 

The primary guide for managing functional 
classifications for federal reporting purposes 
is FHWA's Highway Functional Classification: 
Concepts, Criteria and Procedures [35] doc-
ument, which was updated in 2013.  There 
are key differences between the 2013 doc-
ument, the original 1989 document, and the 
2008 interim guidance document [36] that 
may continue to impact functional classifica-
tions in Florida (e.g., ongoing designation of 
Urban Minor Collectors).  The 2013 docu-
ment notes that federal functional classifica-
tions should reflect existing conditions, not 
future conditions.  That is, a federal func-
tional classification change should occur af-
ter the associated roadway project con-
cludes.  The federal  functional classification 
system is the only functional classification 
recognized by FDOT. [37] Other agencies in 
Florida as well as local governments may 

have their own functional classification sys-
tems. 

 

The FHWA document is supplemented by a 
document prepared by FDOT's Transporta-
tion Statistics Office (TranStat):  FDOT's 
FHWA Urban Boundary and Federal Func-
tional Classification Handbook. [37] The 
FDOT Handbook was completed in 2003, so 
it does not reflect the 2013 version of the 
FHWA document in some respects, but it 
describes the process for assigning and revis-
ing functional classifications (a process 
wherein ADT, access, and system continuity 
are criteria) and provides sample forms.  It 
notes that reclassification of US highways 
requires coordination with AASHTO, and it 
states that functional classification changes 
should occur before system designation 
changes occur.  The FDOT Handbook links 
federal functional classification to federal 
system classification as shown in Table 3. 
 

 

 

 

Table 3. Functional Classification and Federal 
System 

Functional 
Classification(s) 

Federal System/ 
Funding Eligibility 

Local, Rural Minor Col-
lector 

Eligible for Federal-Aid 
only with special con-
siderations 

Rural Major Collector, 
Urban Collector, Minor 
Arterial, Principal Arte-
rial 

Eligible for Surface 
Transportation Pro-
gram (STP) 

Local, Rural Minor Col-
lector, Rural Major Col-
lector, Urban Collector, 
Minor Arterial, Principal 
Arterial 

Eligible for National 
Highway System (NHS) 
as determined by Con-
gress and revised by 
FHWA, based on FDOT 
or FHWA Division Of-
fice request 

Source: [37] 

Under MAP-21, STP funds can be used on 
any “Federal-aid highway, bridge, and tunnel 
projects on any public road" as well as "pe-
destrian and bicycle infrastructure and trans-
it capital projects, including intercity bus 
terminals.” [38] Table 3 indicates that, in 
general, the only roads upon which STP 
funds cannot be used are Local streets and 
Rural Minor Collectors.  In all likelihood, lane 
elimination projects in Florida will be pro-
posed only on non-Local streets in urban 
areas.  As such, downgrading the functional 
classification of the affected roadway as part 
of the lane elimination project will likely not 
impact the potential to receive future STP 
funding for the roadway.  The FHWA Division 

Issue:  Functional Classification 

A lane elimination project can affect the de-
gree to which a roadway serves a mobility or 
access function.  A change in federal func-
tional classification might also affect federal 
funding eligibility. 
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Office should be consulted if there is a ques-
tion about this, particularly if FDOT intends 
to transfer jurisdiction of the roadway to a 
local government (in which case the local 
government would be responsible for future 
improvements). 

Changes to federal functional classifications 
related to lane elimination projects may 
originate with FDOT District staff, an 
MPO/TPO, or a local government.  Local 
government requests for federal functional 
classification changes typically occur through 
an MPO/TPO.  The changes must be re-
viewed and approved by FDOT and then by 
FHWA. [35,37] 

Impacts: 

 Ability of the road to maintain its current 
and/or planned function (e.g., as a route 
for long-distance, regional trips) 

 Multimodal capacity and connectivity 
[37, 39] 

Factors to consider: 

 Complete Streets initiatives and the 
needs of multiple transportation modes 

 Functional classification systems used by 
affected local governments 

 Design standards and criteria specific to 
the proposed functional classification 

 Coordination with TranStat with respect 
to data collection and reporting 

 Coordination with MPOs, TPOs, other 
planning agencies, and federal agencies 

 Coordination with AASHTO if reclassifi-
cation is proposed for a US highway in 
concert with a lane elimination project 

 Changes to urban and transitioning area 
boundaries (which can be adjusted by 
FDOT) if necessary to support a pro-
posed change in functional classification 

 Extent to which the affected road serves 
a mobility function or an access function 

 Extent to which the affected road serves 
long-distance trips (including regional 
trips) and short-distance trips 

 Extent to which the affected road serves 
a national defense function 

 Extent to which the affected road serves 
airports, seaports, intermodal facilities, 
and other public facilities 

 Role of functional classification in crash 
analysis 

 Role of functional classification in bridge 
capacity 

 Role of functional classification in 
maintenance cycles and emergency re-
sponse activities 

4.11 SYSTEM DESIGNATION 

Profile 
Elimination of a lane on a roadway can im-
pact its state and federal system designa-
tions.  System designations include the Na-
tional Highway System (NHS), the State 
Highway System (SHS), and the Strategic In-
termodal System (SIS).  Roadways on these 
systems may also be Federal-Aid roadways.  
A change in system designation (or a change 
in roadway function that results in incom-

patibility with an existing system designa-
tion) can be very significant because it could 
result in a gap in the continuity and connec-
tivity of a given system and it could affect 
funding, state and federal reporting re-
quirements, economic development, nation-
al defense, emergency response, and other 
aspects of statewide and regional transpor-
tation networks.   As such, consistency with 
and/or potential changes to system designa-
tions are important considerations in review-
ing lane elimination projects. 

 

The NHS includes "roadways important to 
the nation's economy, defense, and mobili-
ty." [38] There are five sub-systems within 
the NHS: 

 Interstates 
 Other Principal Arterials 
 Strategic Highway Network 
 Major Strategic Highway Network Con-

nectors 
 Intermodal Connectors 

Given the strategic importance of these sub-
systems, it is unlikely that a lane elimination 
project would be proposed for many of the 
roadways on the NHS. [37]  If such a pro-

Issue:  System Designation 

A change in system designation might affect 
funding eligibility and system continuity.  The 
latter may have implications for national de-
fense and freight transportation, among oth-
er concerns. 
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posal occurs, CFR Title 23 Part 470 [24] con-
tains information about modifications to the 
NHS. Such modifications require coordina-
tion between FDOT, local officials, and 
FHWA. [37]  A project on the NHS must also 
be included in the local MPO/TPO's Trans-
portation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
the State Transportation Improvement Pro-
gram (STIP) [22].  Additionally, FDOT's FHWA 
Urban Boundary and Federal Functional 
Classification Handbook [37] indicates that a 
re-designation of a US highway would re-
quire coordination with AASHTO.  The Hand-
book recommends that functional classifica-
tion changes should occur before system 
designation changes occur. 

The SHS consists of roadways under the ju-
risdiction of and maintained by FDOT, quali-
fying expressway authorities, and other state 
agencies. [37,40]  FDOT's authority to desig-
nate facilities as part of the SHS and to con-
struct, regulate, and maintain them comes 
from Sections 334.044 and 335.02 of the 
Florida Statutes (F.S.) [41,42].  FDOT is al-
lowed to establish standards for access 
management and the number of lanes in 
SHS roadway segments, with the goal of 
achieving "the highest degree of efficient 
mobility for corridor users," and may also 
regulate vehicles allowed to use the SHS. 
FDOT has authority to number and re-
number SHS facilities. [42]  FDOT has estab-
lished design standards for SHS facilities 
[20], and policy and procedure documents 
have been prepared on topics such as Con-
text Sensitive Solutions [43] and major urban 

corridor studies [44]. Constructing and main-
taining the SHS is funded by the State Trans-
portation Trust Fund [22]. 

Multiple lane elimination projects exist on 
SHS (or former SHS) facilities in Florida, and 
it is anticipated that requests to eliminate 
through lanes on SHS facilities will continue 
to arise.  Several of the existing lane elimina-
tion projects were accompanied by jurisdic-
tional transfers.  If a lane elimination pro-
posal includes transferring a road off the 
SHS, the road's eligibility for continuing Trust 
Fund dollars must be assessed. (FDOT's 
Work Program Instructions describes a varie-
ty of purposes for which Trust Fund dollars 
can be used. [22]) Transferring a road off the 
SHS requires a formal deletion of SHS mile-
age.  Forms are available to request and au-
thorize such mileage deletions; examples 
can be found in FDOT's Road Jurisdiction and 
Numbering Handbook. [45] 

The SIS is a network of transportation facili-
ties (including roads, railroads, ports, and 
multimodal facilities) that "meet a strategic 
and essential state interest." [22]  FDOT's 
authority to develop and manage the SIS is 
established in Section 339.63, F.S. [46]  
There are two primary SIS designations:  SIS 
and Emerging SIS, and criteria for identifying 
the roadways that are eligible for these des-
ignations include the following: [47] 

 Interstate, NHS, or SHS facility 
 Provides connection between Economic 

Regions as defined by Enterprise Florida 
 Provides connection to Rural Area of 

Critical Economic Concern 

 Provides connection to other states 
 Limited-access facility 
 Percent trucks 
 Annual average daily truck traffic 
 Provides connection to other SIS or 

Emerging SIS facilities 

The above criteria (and others) are available 
through FDOT's Enterprise Strategic Inter-
modal System (eSIS) tool. [47]  The eSIS tool 
also provides a map of SIS facilities, infor-
mation about and documentation for cur-
rent SIS designation change requests, and 
the 2007 SIS Data and Designation Review.  
The eSIS tool is also a means to track re-
quests to change SIS designations.  A docu-
ment about the formal SIS designation 
change process is available through eSIS; this 
document includes example forms.  FDOT's 
Office of Policy Planning undertakes periodic 
systemwide reviews to determine if SIS crite-
ria and/or designations need to be updated. 
Districtwide Coordinators review SIS desig-
nations as needed. [47] 

Requests to change a SIS designation may be 
submitted to Districts by the owner of the 
transportation facility, an MPO/TPO, a local 
government, other stakeholders, or District 
staff.  All criteria associated with the pro-
posed SIS designation must be met before 
the District will process the request. The Dis-
trict can use the SIS Environmental Screen-
ing Tool to evaluate the community and en-
vironmental impacts of a proposed SIS des-
ignation change request. After Districts 
submit SIS designation change requests to 
Central Office, Central Office conducts an 
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analysis of statewide implications of the 
change in designation. [47] 

If a lane elimination proposal includes 
changing a SIS designation, the road's eligi-
bility for SIS funding (which is a statewide 
set-aside from the Trust Fund) must be as-
sessed. SIS funds can be used for capacity, 
ITS, preservation, safety, and interchange 
projects. [22]   

Federal-Aid funds are distributed to states 
for construction, reconstruction, and im-
provement of highways and bridges on eligi-
ble routes and for special projects. [24]  Giv-
en the flexibility provided under MAP-21, 
states have a great deal of discretion regard-
ing where Federal-Aid funds can be used.  
That is, Federal-Aid funds are not used only 
on the official Federal-Aid systems (i.e., the 
Interstate system and the NHS).  However, 
Federal-Aid funds are generally not used on 
Rural Minor Collectors and Local streets. [22]  
Funding programs under the Federal-Aid 
umbrella include the Surface Transportation 
Program (STP), the Bicycle Transportation 
and Pedestrian Walkways program, the Con-
gestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improve-
ment Program, the Safe Routes to School 
program, and the Transportation Alterna-
tives Program. [48] 

The STP is the most flexible of all the funds 
provided under MAP-21, and it can be used 
for Federal-Aid highway, bridge, and tunnel 
projects on any public road as well as pedes-
trian/bicycle infrastructure and transit capi-
tal projects. [38,48]  According to FDOT's 

FHWA Urban Boundary and Federal Func-
tional Classification Handbook [37],  the only 
roads upon which STP funds generally can-
not be used are Local streets and Rural Mi-
nor Collectors.  In all likelihood, lane elimina-
tion projects in Florida will not occur on Lo-
cal roads or Rural Minor Collectors or result 
in the affected road being reclassified as a 
Local road or Rural Minor Collector.  Thus, 
roadways from which lanes are proposed to 
be eliminated should continue to be eligible 
for STP funding.  The FHWA Division Office 
should be contacted if there are questions 
about this. 

Federal-Aid funds might be available for the 
landscaping components of a lane elimina-
tion project if the lane elimination project is 
a Federal-Aid construction project, but this is 
generally not the case if the lane elimination 
project consists only of resurfacing. [22] 

Impacts: 

 Future funding of transportation im-
provements in the corridor 

Factors to consider: 

 Consistency with adopted plans and 
programs (e.g., the TIP and the SIS Cost-
Feasible Plan) 

 Coordination with TranStat regarding 
data collection and reporting 

 Coordination with the FDOT Office of 
Policy Planning regarding management 
of the SIS 

 Coordination with MPO/TPOs, other 
planning agencies, and federal agencies 

regarding system designation changes 
(which might affect the prioritization of 
planned projects) 

 Jurisdictional transfer 
 Route numbering changes 
 SHS and SIS designation criteria 
 Design standards and criteria 
 Support from affected agencies and oth-

er affected local governments (e.g., let-
ters and resolutions) 

4.12 ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Profile 
Lane elimination projects may include access 
management plans that eliminate, consoli-
date, and/or relocate driveways to reduce 
conflict points. Reducing conflict points 
tends to improve traffic operations by help-
ing vehicle traffic flow more smoothly; it also 
tends to improve safety for all modes. [3,4] 
Shared/joint accesses minimize the number 
of driveways and curb cuts, particularly in a 
downtown setting, which is important in 
maintaining a pedestrian-oriented environ-
ment and managing vehicular traffic and 
safety. Another benefit to reducing the 
number of accesses is that landscaped me-
dians could replace a center turn lane; this 
might visually narrow the road, add green 
elements to the corridor, and enhance the 
aesthetics of the roadway. 

F.A.C. Chapter 14-97 [49] describes the ac-
cess management classification system for 
the SHS, associated standards, and the pro-
cess for modifying a roadway's access man-
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agement classification. Where access spac-
ing is increased due to driveway consolida-
tion, however, there might not be a need to 
modify access management classification.  
FDOT's Systems Planning Office has devel-
oped several resources related to access 
management. 

 

Impacts: 

 If turn lanes do not exist and a lane elim-
ination project results in a facility with 
only one through lane in each direction, 
the impacts of turning movements on 
through traffic might increase 

 If turning movements are to occur at a 
reduced number of driveways, traffic 
control at the higher-volume driveways 
may need to be reviewed. 

Factors to consider: 

 Access management classification 
 Functional classification 
 Need for exclusive left and right turn 

lanes 
 Accommodation of U-turns in a nar-

rowed cross section (especially U-turns 
that might be made by large trucks) 

 Maintaining property access 

 Enforcement of access restrictions (e.g., 
through use of medians and islands) 

 Need for public hearings 

4.13 EMERGENCY EVACUATION 

Profile 
Careful consideration must be given to the 
decision to eliminate a travel lane in poten-
tial evacuation areas. Evacuation is an unu-
sual transportation circumstance that can be 
planned for in areas that are especially 
prone to disaster, such as coastal areas (dur-
ing hurricanes) and locations with specific 
security threats (institutional areas, heavily-
visited tourist attractions, and other build-
ings/areas designed to hold large crowds 
during special events). The MUTCD [11] calls 
for a state- or locally-developed contingency 
plan that considers “the use of all applicable 
roadways” in the event of an emergency 
evacuation.  It also calls for “a controlled 
operation of certain designated highways” 
and “the establishment of traffic operations 
for the expediting of essential traffic.” 

Negative consequences resulting from lane 
elimination with regard to evacuation can be 
mitigated by leaving the full required paved 
roadway width anticipated by the emergen-
cy evacuation plan. Lane width changes, 
striping of bicycle lanes, and striping of 
painted buffer areas are types of improve-
ments that do generally not physically re-
duce the paved width of the roadway and, 
thus, are the optimal type of lane elimina-
tion strategy if the study area is located 
within an evacuation area. 

While evacuation events are so rare that the 
effects of lane reduction on their success 
have not been comprehensively examined, 
the consequences for evacuating and emer-
gency vehicles have been raised during sev-
eral studies of actual lane reduction projects. 
Some types of lane reduction (specifically 
four-to-three conversions and bicycle lane 
addition/conversion from parking) are actu-
ally preferred by emergency responders be-
cause they enable emergency vehicles to use 
an intuitive path (i.e., the center left turn 
lane) and mitigate confusion by other driv-
ers. [50] 

 

Impacts: 

 Evacuation time requirements may pre-
clude reducing the vehicular capacity of 
a designated evacuation route. 

 To accommodate evacuating traffic, 
evacuation routes may be required to 
maintain a minimum width of obstruc-
tion-free paved roadway.  That is, the 
evacuation plan might require parking 
lanes to be used as a travel lane during 
an evacuation and/or the direction of 
flow in existing through lanes might be 
reversed. 

  

Issue:  Access Management 

Consolidation of access points in conjunction 
with a lane elimination project could pro-
mote smoother traffic flow, reduce conflict 
points, and provide opportunities to install 
landscaped medians in place of center turn 
lanes. 

Issue:  Emergency Evacuation 

Lane elimination projects can impact evacua-
tion capacity. 
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Factors to consider: 

 Curb extensions and widened medians 
are types of geometric changes that 
have been associated with lane elimina-
tion projects and which might obstruct 
for evacuating vehicles as well as emer-
gency responders. 

 Evacuating vehicles may create their 
own lanes or be instructed to do so by 
officials during an evacuation. 

 Different areas (e.g., different coastal 
zones) may have different evacuation 
requirements. 

4.14 JURISDICTIONAL TRANSFERS 

Profile 
Jurisdictional transfers of roadways involve 
conveying the ownership of and opera-
tions/maintenance responsibility for a given 
roadway (including sidewalks, bridges, bicy-
cle lanes, railroad crossings, and drainage 
elements) from one level of government or 
agency to another.  Table 1 indicates that 
jurisdictional transfers have frequently ac-
companied lane elimination projects in Flor-
ida.  Where these lane elimination‒related 
jurisdictional transfers have occurred, FDOT 
has transferred jurisdiction of the affected 
roadway to a local government. The trans-
fers reflect the interest of local governments 
in being fully engaged in the planning, de-
sign, and implementation of the lane elimi-
nation project and the willingness of local 
governments to take responsibility for the 

impacts of the lane elimination project (in-
cluding tort liability). 

TranStat has prepared a document that de-
scribes the jurisdictional transfer process in 
detail [45] and supplements a relevant FDOT 
procedural document [51] and relevant 
Statutory language [42].  This document, the 
Road Jurisdiction and Numbering Handbook, 
was written for FDOT staff representing mul-
tiple disciplines and covers the following 
types of jurisdictional transfers: 

1. Jurisdictional changes involving only 
FDOT (i.e., new State road construction, 
realigned State roads, and vacated State 
roadway right-of-way) 

2. Jurisdictional changes involving FDOT 
and a local government 

3. Jurisdictional changes involving FDOT 
and another state agency (e.g., an ex-
pressway authority) 

The Handbook includes sample transfer 
forms and agreements.  It states that the 
Districts are responsible for determining 
which office within each District is responsi-
ble for handling jurisdictional transfers; the 
Handbook assumes that this responsibility 
defaults to the office that tracks SHS mile-
age.  The transfer process may involve mul-
tiple rounds of negotiations, and a local gov-
ernment resolution is required for the sec-
ond type of above-listed transfer.  The ap-
provals of the District Secretary and the De-
partment Secretary are also required.  Juris-
dictional transfer requests may be initiated 

by FDOT, by a local government, or by an-
other state agency. 

 

If the affected roadway previously received 
Federal-Aid funds, the local government to 
which the roadway is being transferred is 
required to enter into a Project Maintenance 
Agreement with FDOT.  More information 
about this is available in the FDOT procedur-
al document entitled Inspection of Federal-
Aid Projects Under Local Jurisdiction. [52] 

Impacts: 

 N/A 

Factors to consider: 

 Coordination with the local government 
 Liability (including liability for contami-

nated soils and hazardous pavement 
conditions) 

 National defense 
 Travel to and through urban areas 
 Disaster preparedness and emergency 

evacuation 
 Access to intermodal facilities and re-

gional public facilities 
 Existing agreements and obligations 
 Location of the affected roadway in trib-

al lands 

Issue:  Jurisdictional Transfers 

Transferring jurisdiction of a roadway to a 
local government as part of a lane elimina-
tion project is not uncommon. Future 
maintenance of the roadway is a concern. 
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 Continued operation of existing traffic 
monitoring sites in the affected roadway 
section 

 Impact on and maintenance of cultural, 
historical, architectural, and archaeolog-
ical resources 

 Coordination with TranStat 
 Coordination with AASHTO regarding 

requests for US route number changes 
(which may take several months and 
must occur prior to the jurisdictional 
transfer) 

 Previous use of Federal-Aid funds to 
construct/improve/maintain the affect-
ed roadway 

 Need for public hearings 

4.15 FREIGHT ROUTES/ACCESS 

Profile 
The Florida Statutes task FDOT with the fol-
lowing duties: [41] 

 Conducting studies and providing coor-
dination to assess needs associated with 
landside ingress and egress to port facili-
ties 

 Coordinating with local governmental 
entities to ensure that port facility ac-
cess routes are properly integrated with 
other transportation facilities 

 Emphasizing freight issues and needs in 
all appropriate transportation plans, in-
cluding the Florida Transportation Plan 
and the Strategic Intermodal System 
Plan 

Thus, FDOT has an interest in accommodat-
ing freight activity on the SHS.  Freight activi-

ty is a critical consideration with regards to 
lane elimination projects because lane elim-
ination projects impact roadway geometry 
and access to intermodal centers and busi-
nesses. 

 

It is common for freight organizations to dis-
courage lane elimination projects along 
truck routes, mainly due to concerns about 
increased congestion leading to increased 
truck delay and decreased truck reliability. 
[53,54] While the effect of lane elimination 
on delay should be closely considered before 
lanes are eliminated, additional coordination 
should be undertaken with the freight com-
munity even if the lane elimination project is 
not be expected to increase delay.  

Impacts: 

 Any increases in congestion may result 
in increases in delay and decreases in 
travel time reliability. 

 Decreased curb radii may limit truck 
movements and/or cause trailer off-
tracking that can put pedestrians at risk. 

 Removal of delivery zones may impact 
truck access to businesses. 

 Where there is only one through lane 
per direction after a lane elimination 
project, trucks that stop for deliveries 
are likely to block auto traffic. 

Factors to consider: 

 Lane elimination elements that can posi-
tively affect freight 
▫ Lane widening ‒ Lane elimination 

might result in the widening of exist-
ing through lanes. Wider lanes bet-
ter accommodate trucks (and buses) 
and provide a buffer between 
trucks, autos, and bicyclists in bicy-
cle lanes. 

▫ Increased commercial development 
‒  The livability benefits associated 
with lane elimination projects (in-
cluding the addition of multimodal 
facilities and a general improvement 
of roadway aesthetics) can lead to 
increased economic activity along 
the roadway corridor. New commer-
cial development could lead to in-
creased opportunities for freight 
carriers and other freight-supported 
activity. 

 Lane elimination elements that can neg-
atively affect freight 
▫ Increased delay ‒ The most common 

concern voiced by freight organiza-
tions related to lane elimination is 
the perception that the removal of 
through lanes will decrease roadway 
capacity and, consequently, increase 
delay to trucks. While lane elimina-
tion projects are usually performed 
on roadways that operate under ca-
pacity, a change in travel time relia-
bility could significantly affect the 

Issue:  Freight Routes and Access 

Lane elimination projects may impact the 
viability of truck routes as well as business 
access and local deliveries. 

 



Statewide Lane Elimination Guidance Phase 1:  Resource Document 

 

February 2014 | 41 

on-time performance of freight 
movements. 

▫ Decreased turning radii ‒ Careful 
consideration must be undertaken 
regarding the design vehicle and its 
geometric requirements when lane 
elimination projects are implement-
ed.  Curb extensions or other per-
manent, non-traversable areas that 
are added as part of a lane elimina-
tion project can be problematic for 
large vehicles if these treatments are 
not designed according to the prop-
er design vehicle. 

▫ Lane narrowing ‒ If lane widths are 
decreased during a lane elimination 
project as a means of adding bicycle 
lanes or other features, large trucks 
may be at increased risk of involve-
ment in sideswipe and mirror crash-
es, depending on the resulting width 
of the lane and the curvature of the 
road.  Additionally, narrower lanes 
mean that there is less space be-
tween trucks and other road users, 
which can create a sense of discom-
fort in all users.  

 In Florida and other states, truck routes 
can be officially designated by local au-
thorities, with routes being identified us-
ing a combination of engineering and 
community input. [54] Most authorities 
tend to sign truck restrictions and pro-
hibited routes rather than defined 
routes. The simplest way to avoid a con-

flict between truck routes and a lane 
elimination project is to design the lane 
elimination project around the design 
vehicle, but this may not always be pos-
sible given the goals of the lane elimina-
tion project. If trucks can no longer be 
accommodated safely or efficiently on a 
truck route after a lane elimination pro-
ject is implemented, then any truck 
route designation may need to be 
moved to an alternative route and the 
section where lanes have been eliminat-
ed should be signed with truck prohibi-
tions or restrictions. 

 Improvements may be needed to ac-
commodate trucks on alternate routes. 

 Delivery zones and loading areas may 
need to be modified or relocated. 

 Future land use plans may include pro-
jects that will generate a high level of 
truck traffic. 

4.16 EXTRA-JURISDICTIONAL IMPACTS 

Profile 
The impacts of a lane elimination project can 
manifest outside of the corridor in which the 
lane elimination project is located. These 
impacts may extend into adjacent communi-
ties and jurisdictions. 

Impacts: 

 Impact on traffic operations in adjacent 
jurisdictions (e.g., increased congestion 
due to diverted traffic) 

 Impact on transportation safety in adja-
cent jurisdictions 

Factors to consider: 

 Determination of impact area 
 Methodology for predicting changes in 

traffic patterns (e.g., extents of the local 
travel demand model) 

 Effect of lane elimination on planned 
and programmed transportation pro-
jects in adjacent jurisdictions 

 Effects of adjacent jurisdictions' planned 
and programmed transportation pro-
jects on the segment where through 
lanes are to be eliminated 

 Near- and long-term assessments 
 Adjacent jurisdictions' LOS standards 
 Incorporation of adjacent communities 

into public outreach efforts 
 Degree of support from adjacent juris-

dictions 
 Associated comprehensive plan amend-

ments, which require extra-jurisdictional 
coordination [33] 

 

4.17 STRUCTURE/UTILITY IMPACTS 

Profile 
Lane elimination projects occur within exist-
ing right-of-way, so impacts to structures 
and utilities are generally limited.  Structural 
and utilities impacts are most likely to occur 
when the lane elimination project is more 

Issue:  Extra-Jurisdictional Impacts 

The impacts of a lane elimination project may 
extend into adjacent jurisdictions. 
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complex than simply restriping existing 
pavement (e.g., if the lane elimination pro-
ject involves widening sidewalks or adding 
landscaping). 

 

Impacts: 

 Relocation of traffic signal hardware 
(e.g., traffic signal poles, controller cabi-
nets, pedestrian push-buttons, and pe-
destrian signals) 

 Relocation of signs and sign structures 
 Relocation of street lighting 
 Relocation of guardrails and separators 

on bridges 
 Relocation/reconstruction of drainage 

system elements (e.g., gutters and storm 
drains) 

 Access to utilities (e.g., access to fire hy-
drants and access to underground utili-
ties if a raised median is added to the 
cross section in place of existing through 
lanes) 

 Installation/modification of irrigation 
systems (e.g., if landscaping is added to 
the corridor) 

Factors to consider: 

 Relocation of traffic signal hardware, 
signs, sign structures, and street lighting 

may be needed to maintain obstruction-
free sidewalks. 

 Relocation of structures may be needed 
to meet design standards and local ordi-
nances (e.g., for street lighting uniformi-
ty and for sign placement). 

 Structure and utility relocations may im-
pact a lane elimination project's mainte-
nance of traffic (MOT) plan. 

 Lane elimination projects can be coordi-
nated with utility projects as well as 
pavement maintenance projects. 

 Local governments might propose relo-
cating overhead utilities underground as 
part of a lane elimination project. 

 Conventional traffic signal and street 
lighting infrastructure might be replaced 
with ornamental infrastructure if a pro-
posed lane elimination project includes 
corridor beautification elements. 

4.18 COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES 

Profile 
While a lane elimination project can result in 
significant changes to roadway design, lane 
elimination projects are typically relatively 
low-cost projects. [55]  If a repaving or re-
construction project is ongoing or pro-
grammed, elements of the lane elimination 
project (e.g., restriping) can be implemented 
as part of that repaving or reconstruction 
project so as to save costs. [56] 

Although lane elimination projects may be 
perceived as adding "expensive" multimodal 
features to an existing corridor, the incre-
mental cost of features such as bicycle lanes 

and sidewalks is relatively low in comparison 
to other project cost elements (e.g., variable 
costs of labor and materials). [55]  In addi-
tion, if the lane elimination project leads to 
implementation of a Complete Street, the 
needs of multiple users can be integrated 
into the project early, minimizing calls for 
future retrofits in the corridor. [55] 

 

Example lane elimination project costs are 
provided in Table 4.  Minnesota DOT's  pub-
lication entitled Minnesota's Best Practices 
for Pedestrian/Bicyclist Safety [57] provides 
the following illustrative costs for lane elimi-
nation projects on four-lane undivided 
roadways: 

 $16,000 per mile for restriping 
 $500,000 per mile for overlay 
 $5 million per mile for reconstruction 

Although lane reduction projects have real 
construction/implementation costs, they can 
be viewed as long-term investments in the 
community rather that short-term projects. 
[59] A cost-benefit ratio calculated in 2004 
for a lane elimination project in Evansville, 
IN, indicated that that project's benefits 
would exceed its costs by a factor of 5.24 
after 20 years. [60] 

 

Issue:  Structure/Utility Impacts 

Lane elimination projects may impact struc-
tures and utilities, even though lane elimina-
tion projects typically occur within existing 
right-of-way. Issue:  Costs and Funding 

Lane elimination projects are often relatively 
low in cost, particularly when coordinated 
with other improvement projects. 
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Table 4. Example Lane Elimination Project Costs 

Project Context Features of Completed Project Cost* Data 
Source 

Fourth Plain Boulevard in 
Vancouver, WA 

 Principal arterial 
 12,000 ADT 
 Posted speed = 30 mph 
 Residential with commercial land uses 
 1.0 mile in length 

 Two lanes w/two-way center turn lane 
 Bike lanes 
 ADA ramps 
 Underground utility work 

$1,260,000 [3] 

Baxter Street in Athens-
Clarke County, GA 

 Arterial 
 20,000 ADT 
 Posted speed = 35 mph 
 Commercial with residential land uses 
 1.9 miles in length 

 Two lanes w/two-way center turn lane 
 Bike lanes 
 Signal modifications 

$190,000 [3] 

US 18 in Clear Lake, IA  State highway 
 12,000 ADT 
 Posted speed = 45 mph 
 Commercial with residential land uses 
 1.1 miles in length 

 Two lanes with two-way center turn lane 
 Bike lanes 
 ADA ramps 
 Underground utility work 

$105,000 [3] 

St. George Street in Toron-
to, ON 

 Principal arterial 
 16,000 ADT 
 Formerly four lanes 
 1.1 miles in length 

 Two lanes with turn lanes at intersections 
 Total reconstruction 
 Improved intersections 
 Bike lanes 
 Full tree canopy 

$3,760,000 [8] 

South Orange Avenue in 
South Orange, NJ 

 Urban arterial 
 Main street 
 Formerly four lanes with on-street parking 

 Two 11-17' lanes with two-way center turn lane 
 Curb extensions and on-street parking 
 Landscaped median 
 New midblock crosswalks (brick-paved) 
 Benches, planters, and planting beds 
 Pedestrian-scale lighting 

$1,600,000 [58] 

*year of expenditure, in U.S. dollars 

 

 



 

44 | Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

Including facilities for multimodal users in a 
corridor can create opportunities to access 
new funding sources. [59] Potential funding 
sources for lane elimination projects include 
the federal Transportation Alternatives Pro-
gram (into which the Safe Routes to School 
Program was absorbed), the Transportation 
Investment Generating Economic Recovery 
(TIGER) program, the Sustainable Communi-
ties Challenge grants program, Main Street 
programs, Community Development Block 
Grants, and various local sources. [55] 

Impacts: 

 The desire to coordinate a lane elimina-
tion project with a programmed project 
might impact the schedule of one or 
both of the projects. 

Factors to consider: 

 If the lane elimination project leads to 
implementation of a Complete Street, 
the needs of multiple users can be inte-
grated into the project early, minimizing 
calls for future retrofits. 

 The potential outcomes of lane elimina-
tion projects are beneficial to the health 
of communities and the environment. 
The short-term cost of a lane elimination 
project could be perceived as a long-
term investment in sustainability and ac-
tive transportation. 

 Lane elimination projects that reduce 
crashes can save funding later. [59] 

 Costs will vary by location and year. [55] 

 There may be opportunities to share the 
costs of studies, design, and implemen-
tation among multiple stakeholders. 

4.19 COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Profile 
Gaining public acceptance for lane elimina-
tion projects is important but can be chal-
lenging. A study by Vergis and Niemeier [61] 
reports that public support for a lane elimi-
nation project is linked to perceived safety, 
perceived comfort, volume of bicyclists, and 
expected cross-street congestion.  Public 
participation is often coordinated with out-
reach to elected officials. 

There are multiple tools available to assess 
and/or build community support for a lane 
elimination project.  These include the fol-
lowing: 

 Trial period – Trial periods help gauge 
the level of support for a lane elimina-
tion project through a simulation of the 
project. Pilot implementations are a 
powerful tool because they provide an 
opportunity to validate an approach for 
deployment and show the community 
how the project will operate. Executing a 
pilot implementation can also uncover 
operability issues and provide an oppor-
tunity to address these issues before 
roll-out. To effectively prepare for a pilot 
implementation, a detailed approach 
and an effective means of monitoring 
should be developed.  

 Poll – A citizens’ poll or vote is another 
tool for assessing public support. Com-

bined with a trial period (e.g., conduct-
ing the poll or vote before and after the 
trial), it is even more effective. In gen-
eral, poll and votes should be conducted 
in a manner that results in a statistically 
sound representation of all community 
members. 

 Media – Creating a web page for the 
project is a way to reach the public. In-
teractive blogs enable public participa-
tion. Social media can be used to keep 
the community up-to-date on the pro-
ject. Webinars are a means of providing 
access to information.  Educating the 
public about the potential impacts of the 
lane elimination project is essential. 

 Workshop – Workshops are a more en-
gaged form of public participation and 
educational outreach. 

 

Impacts: 

 It is not uncommon for a lane elimina-
tion proposal to generate controversy. 
The strongest objections from the com-
munity typically come from the stake-
holders who are afraid of a reduction in 
the motorized capacity of the road. 
Commuters, businesses, transit opera-
tors, and freight operators usually be-
long to this group. 

Issue:  Community Support 

Community support for a lane elimination 
project is essential but can be challenging to 
obtain. 
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 Bicyclists and walkers tend to be sup-
portive of lane elimination projects, par-
ticularly when the projects create or en-
hance bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  
Environmental groups and health advo-
cates tend to favor lane elimination pro-
jects as well. 

Factors to consider: 

 Timing the public outreach effort with 
project development 

 Ease with which the community can ob-
tain information about the project and 
provide input 

 Obtaining feedback from an adequately 
representative sample of the community 

 Funding community outreach activities 

4.20 OTHER ISSUES 
Other issues that might be considered in de-
veloping a procedure for reviewing lane 
elimination requests include the following: 

 Assessment of person capacity in the 
corridor instead of vehicle capacity 

 Analysis of alternatives to lane elimina-
tion 

 Assessment of railroad crossing impacts 
 Feasibility of the project schedule 
 FDOT Central Office coordination re-

quirements 

 

5.0 EXISTING PROCESSES FOR 
REVIEWING LANE ELIMINATION 
REQUESTS 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify and 
describe existing processes for reviewing 
lane elimination requests. This information 
will provide Florida Department of Transpor-
tation (FDOT) District staff with examples of 
guidelines and processes for reviewing lane 
elimination requests. 

The processes described in this chapter in-
clude the existing FDOT District Four and 
FDOT District Seven processes. Also included 
are Michigan DOT's process and the process 
used in the City of Sunnyvale, California. The 
remaining process described in this guide is 
a conceptual process outlined by FDOT Dis-
trict Five; the District Five process is transit-
focused but contains elements applicable to 
other types of lane elimination projects. 

Overall, efforts to identify existing processes 
for reviewing lane elimination requests re-
vealed that few such processes have been 

formalized.  While many agencies and gov-
ernments make use of information about 
the impacts of lane elimination when pro-
posing or reviewing lane elimination pro-
jects, most do not have formal processes or 
guidelines to assist them in their efforts. 

 

5.2 FDOT DISTRICT FOUR DRAFT 
PROCESS 

Overview 
FDOT District Four's process was developed 
to create consistency in the District's han-
dling of an increasing number of lane elimi-
nation requests from local governments and 
other agencies.  The process is currently in 
draft form. The process is intended to give 
applicants as much information as early as 
possible to help them decide whether or not 
the lane elimination request is feasible. 

Description 
Table 5 summarizes the characteristics of 
the draft District Four review process.  Ap-
pendix A contains District Four's description 
of its draft review process. 

The draft District Four process has been cir-
culated among other FDOT Districts and 
FDOT Central Office.  Comments on the pro-
cess received to date suggest the following 
improvements: 

Other Issues 

Person capacity vs. vehicle capacity 

Alternatives to lane elimination 

Railroad crossings 

Project schedule 

Central Office coordination 

 
Few formal processes for reviewing lane 
elimination requests exist. 
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 Add a definition of lane elimination to 
the process document. 

 Note that towns, TPOs, counties, and 
developers may also be applicants. 

 Consider that local governments without 
the technical resources and/or funding 
might ask FDOT to conduct lane elimina-
tion studies on their behalf.  This may 
occur through the identification of 
MPO/TPO priorities and Work Program 
development. 

 Note that State roads might also be part 
of the National Highway System (NHS) or 
Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET). 

 Include access management classifica-
tion as an issue of concern and a data 
need. 

 Another issue to address is whether or 
not federal funding was used to widen a 
given roadway to its current cross sec-
tion. 

 Consider separating the process from 
the required technical documentation.  
There may not be a need to include rep-
resentatives of each office in all stages. 

 The District Coordinator could conduct a 
preliminary review of submitted docu-
mentation and analyses to ensure that 
the documentation and analyses are 
complete before they are transmitted to 
all of the offices. 

 Clarify the text by replacing "challenges" 
with "fatal flaws."  The process should 
only be stopped for fatal flaws. 

 Add the following to the list of topics to 
be addressed at the initial meeting: 

▫ Consistency with previous Project 
Development and Environment 
(PD&E) commitments 

▫ Potential impacts to active construc-
tion projects in the area 

▫ Alternatives to the proposed lane 
elimination 

▫ Potential design variances or excep-
tions 

▫ Benefits to non-automobile modes, 
including Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) and transit access im-
provements 

▫ Utility impact assessment and utility 
coordination plan 

▫ Proposed modifications to bridges 
▫ Proposed modifications to traffic 

signal and sign structures 

 Consider including a discussion of poten-
tial commitments in the initial meeting.  
This would provide the applicant with 
more guidance for developing the con-
ceptual implementation plan in the con-
cept report. 

 Consider eliminating the Central Office 
notice requirement in Stage 1, as the 
applicant may choose to withdraw the 
lane elimination request after the initial 
meeting. 

 Add the following to the concept report 
requirements: 
▫ Volumes and analyses for existing 

and future no-build and build sce-
narios (not just near- and long-term 
volumes and analyses) 

▫ Possible relocation of delivery zones 
and truck staging areas 

▫ Coordination with the county emer-
gency management department and 
the regional planning council regard-
ing hurricane evacuation routes 

▫ Public involvement documentation 
(in Stage 2 instead of Stage 3) 

▫ Conceptual access management plan 
▫ Assessment of modifications to me-

dians and median openings 
▫ Impact on drainage, wetlands, sur-

face waters, and habitats, including 
how impacts will be mitigated and 
what level of permitting is required 
(if any) 

▫ Impacts to existing utilities and utili-
ty easements and discussion of utili-
ty relocations 

▫ Impacts to existing bridges and traf-
fic signal and sign structures 

▫ Before-and-after evaluation of mul-
timodal level of service (MMLOS) 
consistent with the latest edition of 
the FDOT Quality/Level of Service 
Handbook 

▫ Consider clarifying that the concept 
report should present conceptual 
designs that do not degrade existing 
substandard roadway elements. 

▫ Consider including an application 
document. 

▫ Consider requiring the District Secre-
tary to sign off on the District staff 
recommendation. 
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Table 5. Summary of FDOT District Four Lane Elimination Review Process 

Under what circumstances is 
the process used? 

The process is used when an applicant approaches the District to discuss a potential or proposed lane elimination project on a State 
road. 

To whom does the process 
apply? 

The applicant is typically a city, county, or MPO. 

What project components are 
reviewed? 

The reviewed project components are: 

 Project location 
 Project limits 
 Project length 
 Proposed change in lane configuration 
 Project schedule 
 Transportation analysis 
 Design plans (conceptual and detailed) 

The District also review's the applicant's impact assessment (referred to as a concept report).  This assessment must include: 

 Conceptual design plans (including proposed typical sections) that meet FDOT design standards for all transportation modes 
 Need for any design variations or exceptions 
 Near- and long-term traffic forecasts with and without the proposed project (with changes in travel patterns clearly shown) 
 Near- and long-term level of service (LOS) and queuing analyses for intersections and segments in the impact area 
 Mitigation to address any significant and adverse LOS impacts on State roads and the regional transportation system resulting from 

the lane elimination 
 Impact on pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (e.g.,  sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and multi-use paths) and connectivity 
 Impact on transit routes and/or transit stop locations (including appropriateness of turn radii and lane widths) 
 Impact on trucks and truck routes (including appropriateness of turn radii and lane widths and possible relocation of designated 

truck routes) 
 Crash analysis (including five years of crash data for pedestrian/bicycle crashes, three years of crash data for all other types of 

crashes, identification of high-crash locations, and a Crash Modification Factor assessment) 
 Conceptual funding plan (including cost estimates and funding sources) 
 Conceptual implementation plan (including an implementation schedule and a list of the commitments that the applicant will 

make in support of the lane elimination proposal) 

At the application stage, the District requires a resolution by the appropriate local government governing body, documentation of 
public involvement activities and public comment, a final concept report (as applicable), a final funding plan (as applicable), and a final 
implementation plan (as applicable). 

 continued 
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What issues of concern are 
addressed? 

Issues of concern are: 

 Status of the roadway as an Evacuation Route and/or part of the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) 
 Consistency of the proposed project with the applicable Long-Range Transportation Plan, Transit Development Plan, Transporta-

tion Improvement Plan, and Comprehensive Plan and with any applicable subarea master plans and visions 
 Anticipated change (if any) in jurisdictional responsibility for ownership or maintenance of the roadway 
 Plan for obtaining input and review from businesses, residents, and other stakeholders 
 Plan for receiving endorsement from elected officials 
 Impacts to the regional transportation system 
 Community impacts (e.g., traffic pattern and circulation changes, neighborhood impacts, changes in peak period levels of conges-

tion, consistency with redevelopment plans, site access impacts, impacts on transit service, and impacts on trucks and designated 
truck routes) 

What departments or offices 
are involved and to what ex-
tent? 

The Planning & Environmental Management, Design, Traffic Operations, Modal Development, Maintenance, Permitting, and Legal 
Offices are equally involved. 

To what level of detail is the 
request analyzed? 

Initially, District review is high-level and preliminary. Later, the project concept report is reviewed in great detail. 

Who coordinates the review? A District Lane Elimination Review Coordinator is assigned.  To date, the District Coordinator has represented the Planning & Envi-
ronmental Management Office. 

How long does the process 
take? Is it phased? 

The process is divided into three stages.  The length of the process depends on the speed with which the applicant moves forward.  
Turnaround times for specific District Four staff activities are specified in the draft process document. 

How much flexibility does the 
process allow? 

Stage 1 allows for a discussion of analysis requirements and methodology with the applicant.  District reviewers are allowed to include 
or exclude analysis requirements on a case-by-case basis.  District reviewers can opt to require the concept report to address existing 
posted speed and desired posted speed, evacuation route impacts, the need to add/remove/modify traffic signals, impacts on school 
crossing locations and/or midblock pedestrian crossing locations, impact on parking supply, and case-specific special considerations 
such as railroad crossing improvements.  Follow-up meetings between the District and applicant may occur as needed. 

How are jurisdictional trans-
fers accounted for? 

Jurisdictional transfers are mentioned but not addressed in detail.  The process directs District staff to discuss jurisdictional transfers 
with the applicant in Stage 1 of the review process. 

How is functional classifica-
tion accounted for? 

Functional classification is accounted for with respect to a road's status as an Evacuation Route and/or part of the SIS. 

Who makes the decision to 
approve or deny a lane elimi-
nation request? 

The District makes the decision to approve or deny a lane elimination request.  Central Office staff are updated in each of the three 
stages of the review process. 
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5.3 FDOT DISTRICT SEVEN DRAFT 
PROCESS 

Overview 
FDOT District Seven's process is currently in 
draft form. The process begins with an initial 
meeting with the applicant, at which time 
District Seven staff provide the applicant 
with a Lane Reduction Request Form, re-
quest the applicant to conduct public in-
volvement activities, and request the appli-
cation to coordinate with the MPO/TPO, ad-
jacent jurisdictions, and other agencies that 
might be affected by the lane elimination 
project.  District Seven staff use information 
from the initial meeting and information 
provided via the form to develop an evalua-
tion methodology.  The evaluation is docu-
mented in a report that is submitted to the 
District for review. 

Description 
Table 6 summarizes the characteristics of 
the draft District Seven review process.  Ap-
pendix B contains the District Seven lane 
reduction request application. The overall 
process has not been published but was de-
scribed by District Seven staff for the pur-
poses of this document. 

The application form states that District Sev-
en applies a context-sensitive solutions (CSS) 
approach to projects and activities. This ap-
proach recognizes to seek input from a 
range of stakeholders, preserve community 
features and resources, and balance safety 

and mobility. CSS also considers the needs of 
multiple transportation modes. 

District Seven staff report that, as of Sep-
tember 9, 2013, two lane elimination re-
quests were withdrawn based on public in-
put. In three Resurfacing, Restoration, and 
Rehabilitation (RRR) projects, lane elimina-
tion was considered but did not move for-
ward, based on the results of traffic anal-
yses. A citizen-requested lane elimination 
was determined to be unnecessary and in-
feasible.  Two requests in District Seven are 
active. 

5.4 MICHIGAN DOT PROCESS 

Overview 
The Michigan DOT process takes the form of 
a 2009 policy intended to provide guidance 
for evaluating proposed conversions of four-
lane roads to three-lane roads.  The policy 
was created in response to an increasing 
statewide level of interest in such conver-
sions. 

Description 
Table 7 summarizes the characteristics of 
the Michigan DOT review process.  Appendix 
C contains the Michigan DOT lane elimina-
tion policy memorandum. 

 

 

 

 

 

The threshold of 15,000 vehicles per day is 
based on background information that ac-
companies the policy.  The background in-
formation indicates that a volume lower 
than 15,000 vehicles per day have "a positive 
effect on crash reduction, with only minor or 
no effect on quality of traffic flow."  If the 
volume exceeds 15,000 vehicles per day, the 
background information indicates that "con-
versions have been successful, but inconven-
ience due to congestion increases" may oc-
cur, so the project must be supported by a 
traffic analysis and public involvement.  The 
background information includes crash re-
duction statistics. 

The policy states that four- to three-lane 
conversion projects are eligible for Federal-
Aid funding if issues related to traffic opera-
tions, consistency with the LRTP, and public 
involvement have been successfully ad-
dressed.  Pilot projects (which should be in 
place for at least one year) may be eligible 
for Federal-Aid funding, with the agreement 
of FHWA. 

Switching back to a four-lane section after 
non-pilot three-lane implementation will not 
include FHWA participation if Federal-Aid 
funds were used to create the three-lane 
section unless crash analysis, LOS analysis, or 
unanticipated issues justify it. 
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Table 6. Summary of FDOT District Seven Lane Elimination Review Process 

Under what circumstances is 
the process used? 

The process is used when an applicant submits an application for a proposed lane elimination project on a State road. 

To whom does the process 
apply? 

Applicants include local governments and citizens. 

What project components are 
reviewed? 

The application form requires the following: 

 US route number and/or State road number 
 SIS and FIHS status 
 NHS designation 
 Evacuation route status 
 Roadway identification number 
 Location of roadway in a protected area 
 Location of roadway in Multimodal Transportation District, Transportation Concurrency Exception Area, Community Redevelop-

ment Area, Dense Urban Land Area, etc. 
 Project endpoints (including milepoints) 
 Functional classification 
 Access classification 
 Corridor width 
 Corridor preservation width 
 Posted speed limit 
 Roadway design 
 Unique design features 
 Pedestrian features 
 Roadway ownership and whether or not a jurisdictional transfer is being requested 
 Characteristics of parallel roadways (location, width, speed limit, pedestrian features, on-street parking, and roadway design) 
 Existing annual average daily traffic (AADT) and LOS 
 Future AADT and LOS 
 LOS standard 
 A.M. peak hour 
 P.M. peak hour 
 Traffic signal characteristics (type and location) 
 Type and frequency of existing transit service 

 continued 
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  Crash analysis 
 Description of existing conditions and the proposed project 
 Desired implementation date 
 Estimated cost 
 Funding source and implementation plan 
 Link to bus rapid transit or rail implementation in corridor 

What issues of concern are 
addressed? 

Issues of concern are: 

 Consistency with LRTP 
 Consistency with local community vision plan(s) 
 Consistency with regional trail, bus, and/or rail plans 
 Anticipated benefits to surrounding community 
 Effect on local businesses and liability for any damages to businesses 
 Effect on adjacent communities 
 Anticipated benefits to regional traffic 
 Effect on surrounding roadway network 
 Effect on local transit routes 
 Public support 

What departments or offices 
are involved and to what ex-
tent? 

The Project Development and Analysis section coordinates the review.  Comments from other sections in the District are solicited and 
consolidated. 

To what level of detail is the 
request analyzed? 

Requested documentation for the methodology meeting includes: 

 Preliminary traffic studies 
 Preliminary plans and typical sections (existing and proposed) 
 Aerial photos 
 Elected official, stakeholder, and public support documentation 
 Conceptual cost estimate 

Who coordinates the review? The Project Development and Analysis section coordinates the review.  Comments from other sections in the District are solicited and 
consolidated.  The point of contact on the application is Waddah Farah, Project Development and Analysis Administrator. 

How long does the process 
take? Is it phased? 

A proposed lane elimination request has yet to make it through the entire process.  The process is informally broken into three phas-
es:  initial meeting, application, and review. 

 continued 
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How much flexibility does the 
process allow? 

Applicants are able to participate in an initial meeting with District Seven staff, at which time they receive the application form and 
develop an understanding of the required evaluations and submittals.  District staff report that some applicants reconsider lane elimi-
nation projects after realizing the extent of analysis required. 

The application form must be fully completed before District Seven staff will process it. 

How are jurisdictional trans-
fers accounted for? 

The application form explicitly asks if the applicant is requesting a transfer of roadway jurisdiction. 

How is functional classifica-
tion accounted for? 

The application form explicitly asks for roadway functional classification. 

Who makes the decision to 
approve or deny a lane elimi-
nation request? 

The District makes the decision to approve or deny a lane elimination request. 
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Table 7. Summary of Michigan DOT Lane Elimination Review Process 

Under what circumstances is 
the process used? 

The process applies to lane elimination projects on the Federal-Aid Highway System.  It covers only the conversion of four-lane road-
ways to three-lane roadways. 

To whom does the process 
apply? 

Applicants include local agencies.  The process also applies when Michigan DOT proposes a lane elimination project. 

What project components are 
reviewed? 

Lane elimination projects in which four through lanes are converted to two through lanes and one center turn lane are allowed with-
out further study if (a) the road carries no more than 15,000 vehicles per day and (b) public involvement activities precede the lane 
elimination request.  

Michigan DOT will consider lane elimination requests on roads that carry more than 15,000 vehicles per day if public involvement has 
occurred and a study shows that LOS is not significantly degraded at intersections in or adjacent to the segment where lane elimina-
tion is proposed. 

Documentation of the following must be provided by the applicant if the design year average daily traffic (ADT) exceeds 15,000 vehi-
cles per day: 

 Operational analysis showing that the three-lane section will operate at LOS C (preferred) or LOS D (if necessary to meet traffic 
calming and safety needs) 

 Consistency of the project's design year ADT with the LRTP 
 Project design life 
 Public support for the project or for a pilot project 

What issues of concern are 
addressed? 

Issues of concern are: 

 Involvement of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
 Level of public support (including driver and business community support) 
 Intersection LOS (i.e., how well the future section will handle traffic demand through the design year) 
 Environmental impacts (i.e., air quality requirements for lane elimination in an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) non-

attainment area and the appropriate type of environmental document) 
 How to respond to a community that wants to switch back to a four-lane section 

What departments or offices 
are involved and to what ex-
tent? 

The process does not state which Michigan DOT departments or offices are involved. 

FHWA is involved when lane elimination is proposed for a road on the Federal-Aid Highway System.  When Federal-Aid funds are to be 
used to implement the lane elimination project, FHWA processes the lane elimination request as it would the funding of a more typi-
cal highway project. The Michigan DOT policy elaborates on the FHWA process. 

To what level of detail is the 
request analyzed? 

Michigan DOT appears to get involved in the design phase, with the expectation that the applicant has proactively conducted public 
involvement activities. 

 continued 
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Who coordinates the review? Documentation is submitted to the FHWA Area Engineer following review and recommendation by Michigan DOT. 

How long does the process 
take? Is it phased? 

The duration and phasing of the process are unknown. 

How much flexibility does the 
process allow? 

Screening based on AADT thresholds will allow some lane elimination projects to be approved without an operational analysis.  Lane 
elimination projects for corridors with AADTs in excess of the thresholds will require an operational analysis. 

The target LOS threshold can be lowered from C to D to accommodate other community goals. Concurrence of Michigan DOT staff is 
likely required. 

How are jurisdictional trans-
fers accounted for? 

The process does not discuss jurisdictional transfers. 

How is functional classifica-
tion accounted for? 

Functional classification does not appear to be a consideration, although limiting the process to existing interrupted-flow, four-lane 
roadways will eliminate most local streets, the largest interrupted-flow highways, and all limited-access facilities. 

Who makes the decision to 
approve or deny a lane elimi-
nation request? 

Documentation is submitted to the FHWA Area Engineer following review and recommendation by Michigan DOT. 
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5.5 CITY OF SUNNYVALE (CALIFORNIA) 
PROCESS 

Overview 
The City of Sunnyvale process is rooted in 
policy language in the City's General Plan.  A 
"Policy on the Allocation of Street Space" 
was proposed by the City's Bicycle and Pe-
destrian Advisory Commission and adopted 
by the City Council in 2009.  The Council 
amended the General Plan in 2011 to incor-
porate the policy.  The purpose of the policy 
is "to provide direction on how to consider 
all modes of transportation when allocating 
roadway space, particularly in situations that 
could require the removal of travel lanes [or] 
on-street parking...."  Application of this pol-
icy generally includes conducting a standard-
ized set of evaluations and completing a 
standardized evaluation table. 

Description 
Table 8 summarizes the characteristics of 
the City of Sunnyvale analysis and review 
process.  Appendix D contains the City's 
"Policy on the Allocation of Street Space" 
and examples of how it has been used. 

City staff note that it is not always possible 
to meet all objectives within the available 
right-of-way.  In such cases, safety takes 
precedence over capacity and providing for 
multimodal travel takes precedence over 
providing on-street parking. 

5.6 FDOT DISTRICT FIVE CONCEPTUAL 
PROCESS 

Overview 
District Five has prepared a conceptual 
framework for evaluating lane elimination 
requests when such requests are intended 
to create a dedicated transit lane.  This 
framework has not been finalized or applied. 
The purposes of the conceptual framework 
are the following: 

 Assist the District in ascertaining wheth-
er or not a proposed dedicated transit 
lane is consistent with the goals of the 
community and region 

 Assist the District in ascertaining wheth-
er or not a proposed dedicated transit 
lane is consistent with FDOT's mission 

 Assist communities in implementing pro-
jects that are consistent with FDOT's 
mission 

FDOT's mission is providing a safe transpor-
tation system "that ensures the mobility of 
people and goods, enhances economic pros-
perity, and preserves the quality of our envi-
ronment and communities." 

Description 
Table 9 summarizes the characteristics of 
the District Five conceptual review process. 
Appendix E contains District Five's conceptu-
al framework. 

5.7 SUMMARY OF EXISTING LANE 
ELIMINATION REVIEW PROCESSES 
As noted in the introduction section of this 
document, few lane elimination review pro-
cesses have been formally documented. 
Given the complexity of lane elimination 
projects, formal documentation of a review 
process is likely to be beneficial to reviewers 
in that it provides a checklist of issues to as-
sess.  Formal documentation of a process is 
also likely to be beneficial to applicants be-
cause it clarifies the level of analysis that is 
needed for District reviewers to comprehen-
sively review a lane elimination request. 

 

 

 

Existing formal processes for reviewing lane 
elimination requests are all concerned with 
project funding, community support, and 
impacts on traffic operations. 

Most existing formal processes for reviewing 
lane elimination requests are concerned with 
environmental impacts, safety impacts, con-
sistency with planned and programmed pro-
jects, and the needs of pedestrians and bicy-
clists. 
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Table 8. Summary of City of Sunnyvale Lane Elimination Review Process 

Under what circumstances is 
the process used? 

City staff can propose a lane elimination project to support other City initiatives (e.g., maximizing the accommodation of pedestrians 
and bicyclists on City streets). 

To whom does the process 
apply? 

The process guides City staff and members of the City Council. 

What project components are 
reviewed? 

City staff prepare the following analyses: 

 Environmental review (conducted with respect to the California Environmental Quality Act; some projects may be exempt; some 
projects may require the completion of a checklist and identification of environmental mitigation projects) 

 Fiscal impact (summary of city and/or grant funds available to implement the lane elimination) 
 Public contact (documentation of public notices, public involvement events, publicly available project information, and comments 

received from the public) 
 Parking impact assessment (documentation of on- and off-street parking demand and occupancy, if applicable) 

The existing roadway configuration and multiple alternatives are assessed with respect to criteria and standards in a standardized 
evaluation table.  These criteria and standards are: 

 Vehicle travel lane width (standard:  10 feet) 
 Parking lane width (standard:  8 feet) 
 Bike lane width (standard:  4-5 feet) 
 Buffer zones, if included (standard:  N/A) 
 A.M. peak hour intersection LOS (standard:  LOS D) 
 P.M. peak hour intersection LOS (standard:  LOS D) 
 Roadway capacity (standard:  10,000 vehicles/day/lane) 
 Sidewalks (standard:  present) 
 Crash reduction potential (standard:  "high") 
 Crosswalk installation potential (standard:  low travel speed/volume) 
 Speed compatibility and speed reduction potential (standard:  85th percentile speed > 5 mph greater than posted speed when 

posted speed is < 45 mph) 

Data are collected such that City staff can evaluate the above items.  For example, City staff conduct a speed study. 

What issues of concern are 
addressed? 

Issues of concern are: 

 Environmental impacts 
 Fiscal impacts 
 Public involvement 
 Safety 
 Meeting design criteria and standards 
 Parking impact 

 continued 
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What departments or offices 
are involved and to what ex-
tent? 

City Public Works staff conduct the required analyses. 

To what level of detail is the 
request analyzed? 

City staff review proposed lane elimination projects with respect to environmental impacts, fiscal impacts, and public involvement, 
based on recent examples of how the policy has been applied. 

Who coordinates the review? City Public Works staff coordinate the required analyses and the presentation of results to the City Council. 

How long does the process 
take? Is it phased? 

The duration of the process is unknown.  It is not phased. 

How much flexibility does the 
process allow? 

The process appears to require multiple analysis alternatives.  City staff appear to have discretion in developing the alternatives and 
designing the analyses. 

How are jurisdictional trans-
fers accounted for? 

The policy appears to apply only to City streets. 

How is functional classifica-
tion accounted for? 

Functional classification does not appear to be a consideration, although it might influence roadway design criteria and standards. 

Who makes the decision to 
approve or deny a lane elimi-
nation request? 

The City Council makes the final decision based on a staff report. 
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Table 9. Summary of FDOT District Five Conceptual Lane Elimination Review Process 

Under what circumstances is 
the process used? 

The process applies when a local government or other agency proposes converting general-purpose through lanes on a State roadway 
to dedicated transit lanes. 

To whom does the process 
apply? 

The process applies to communities, municipalities, and regions. 

What project components are 
reviewed? 

The framework considers three general project elements: 

 Community commitment (consistency with the goals, commitments, and actions of the community and region) 
 Technical analyses (traffic operations and impacts) 
 Implementation feasibility (funding and approvals) 

Implementation feasibility is assessed only if the District determines that there is adequate community commitment behind the pro-
posed lane elimination project and the project is technically feasible. 

Technical analyses should address the following: 

 Existing and future roadway capacity 
 Existing and future delay 
 Short- and long-term person throughput 
 Short- and long-term LOS 
 Short- and long-term traffic impacts on adjacent roadways 

What issues of concern are 
addressed? 

Issues of concern are: 

 Support of community and regional leadership bodies  
 Existing transit ridership and ridership trends 
 Potential for existing and/or proposed land uses to increase transit ridership 
 Adoption of transit-supportive land uses in the comprehensive plan 
 Inclusion of the transit service that will use the dedicated lane in the LRTP, transit agency’s vision, or TDP 
 Satisfying the community and region's adopted LOS standards 
 General feasibility of roadway configuration scenarios and concepts of operations (using adopted land uses) 
 Extra-jurisdictional impacts and willingness of adjacent jurisdictions to support inclusion of the dedicated lane project in the LRTP 
 Identification and securement of funding for detailed planning and engineering 

What departments or offices 
are involved and to what ex-
tent? 

The review team should consist of traffic, roadway design, transit, and community planning experts who are experienced in urban 
transportation and community development issues. 

To what level of detail is the 
request analyzed? 

The conceptual process focuses on traffic operations and person throughput.  The conceptual process does not discuss pedestrian and 
bicycle issues or access to transit. 

 continued 



Statewide Lane Elimination Guidance Phase 1:  Resource Document 

 

February 2014 | 59 

Who coordinates the review? The process is conceptual, but it is possible that the District's Intermodal Systems Development office would coordinate a lane elimi-
nation request review. 

How long does the process 
take? Is it phased? 

The duration of the process is unknown. 

How much flexibility does the 
process allow? 

If the technical analyses do not justify the lane elimination project or show technical feasibility, District staff may provide guidance 
and suggest milestones to the applicant to strengthen the lane elimination request. 

How are jurisdictional trans-
fers accounted for? 

The process does not discuss jurisdictional transfers. 

How is functional classifica-
tion accounted for? 

The process does not discuss functional classification. 

Who makes the decision to 
approve or deny a lane elimi-
nation request? 

It is likely that the District makes the decision to approve or deny a lane elimination request. 
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Other observations about the review pro-
cesses contained in this document are the 
following: 

 All of the processes are explicitly or im-
plicitly limited to review of lane elimina-
tion requests on specific types of road-
ways (e.g., state roadways, city road-
ways, and four-lane roadways).  Howev-
er, the review process principles are 
generally applicable to a wider range of 
roadway types. 

 Most of the processes described in this 
document do not include specific criteria 
against which proposed lane elimination 
projects are to be reviewed.  (The specif-
ic criteria that are provided take the 
form of LOS standards, ADT thresholds, 
and geometric design criteria.)  Districts 
may wish to include detailed evaluation 
criteria (e.g., MMLOS standards) in their 
lane elimination review processes. 

 Most of the processes do not specify the 
extent to which analysis requirements 
and review standards may be sensitive 
to the purpose of the lane elimination 
project and/or the specific features of 
the lane elimination project.  A process 
may ask the applicant to provide the 
functional classification of the affected 
roadway, for example, but it does not 
necessarily indicate the use to which re-
viewers will put that information.  Dis-
tricts may wish to clarify how they will 
use the information provided in a lane 
elimination application (i.e., the condi-

tions under which specific analysis re-
quirements are applicable). 

 Two of the processes acknowledge the 
possibility of pilot (temporary) imple-
mentations of lane elimination projects, 
but only one provides details about how 
a pilot implementation is to be accom-
plished and evaluated.  Associated issues 
for the Districts to consider include the 
following: 
▫ Under what conditions should a pilot 

implementation be required? 
▫ How long should a pilot implementa-

tion remain in place before it is 
evaluated? 

▫ How should a pilot implementation 
be evaluated, who conducts the 
evaluation, and who pays for the 
evaluation? 

▫ If the community does not like the 
pilot roadway section, who is re-
sponsible for restoring the roadway 
to its original cross section?  Who 
pays for restoring the roadway to its 
original cross section? 

 Only one process addresses the issue of 
precedence when right-of-way is con-
strained.  If right-of-way in a corridor is 
constrained to the point where through 
lane elimination is a potential means of 
creating space for other roadway ele-
ments, which of those other roadway el-
ements are the most important?  For ex-
ample, is on-street parking more im-
portant than bicycle lanes?  Do District 
staff have a vision that defines prece-

dence and how state roadway right-of-
way is to be used? 

 Only one process requires applicants to 
analyze multiple build alternatives. 

 All of the processes are concerned with 
the following issues: 
▫ Funding proposed lane elimination 

projects 
▫ Obtaining community support for 

proposed lane elimination projects 
▫ Analyzing traffic operations impacts 

in the affected corridor and in a 
larger area of impact 

Districts may wish to include these is-
sues in their processes. 

 Most of the processes mention the fol-
lowing issues: 
▫ Analyzing environmental impacts 
▫ Analyzing safety impacts 
▫ Consistency of the lane elimination 

project with adopted plans and vi-
sions 

▫ Pedestrian and bicyclist needs 

Districts may wish to include these is-
sues in their processes. 

 Most of the processes specifically re-
quire short- and long-term analyses. 

 The three FDOT Districts' processes 
acknowledge a degree of phasing or 
staging in the lane elimination review 
process.  The District Four and District 
Seven draft procedures include three 
stages, while the District Five conceptual 
procedure includes two stages. 
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 The District Four procedure includes 
FDOT Central Office notice require-
ments.  The Michigan DOT procedure in-
cludes FHWA notice requirements. 

 The Michigan DOT procedure allows for 
the approval of lane elimination projects 
on lower-volume roadways without 
preparation of an operational analysis. 
Districts may wish to consider establish-
ing thresholds under which analysis re-
quirements are simplified. 
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FDOT DISTRICT FOUR 
DRAFT LANE ELIMINATION REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS 
FEBRUARY 13, 2013 
 
With a growing interest from local municipalities requesting the elimination of lanes on State roadways, the following review and 
approval process was developed to assure consistency in FDOT’s handling of these requests.  This process is a refinement of a 
process that was developed and implemented in October 2008 in District Four.   
 
The FDOT Lane Elimination Review and Approval Process is a three-stage process: 
 

1. Initial Meeting 
2. Interim Meeting and Concept Report 
3. Formal Application 

 
The stages of the process are outlined below.  Coordination of the Lane Elimination Review and Approval Process is the 
responsibility of the District Lane Elimination Review Coordinator.  The process engages a multi-disciplined review team with 
representatives from the Planning & Environmental Management, Design, Traffic Operations, Modal Development, Maintenance, 
Permitting, and Legal offices.   
 

STAGE 1:  INITIAL MEETING 
 

Goal District Deliverable(s) Notice Requirement 

Obtain preliminary information about 
the proposed lane elimination project 
from the applicant and provide 
preliminary feedback on the process 
requirements and feasibility of the 
concept. 

 Identification of any issues that prevent the 
application from moving forward 

 List of items to be discussed at the Initial Meeting 
 List of items to be evaluated in more detail by the 

applicant in Stage 2 
 Initial Meeting summary 

Send notice to Central Office (Public 
Involvement Office) that the District 
has been contacted about a lane 
elimination proposal. 

 
The Lane Elimination Review and Approval Process is initiated when the applicant (typically a city, county, or MPO) meets with the 
District for the first time to discuss a potential or proposed lane elimination project. The Initial Meeting will be arranged by the 
District Coordinator, who will be responsible for inviting the District's multi-disciplined reviewers to the Initial Meeting and 
providing them with any materials transmitted by the applicant in advance of the meeting.  The purpose of the Initial Meeting is the 
sharing of preliminary information about the proposed project, discussion of key issues, and a discussion of FDOT concerns.  



 

   

Typically, this meeting is an opportunity for the applicant to gain an understanding of the Lane Elimination Review and Approval 
Process.  District reviewers are not required to prepare consolidated comments in advance of the Initial Meeting. 
 
A copy of this process document will be provided to the applicant when the date, time, and location for the Initial Meeting have been 
established.   
 
The applicant should be prepared to discuss the following items at a preliminary, conceptual level at the Initial Meeting: 
 

 Basic information about the proposed project 
 Project location 
 Project limits 
 Project length 
 Proposed change in lane configuration 
 Project schedule 
 Conceptual plan (if available) 

 Status of the roadway as an Evacuation Route and/or part of the Strategic Intermodal System 
 Consistency of the proposed project with the applicable Long-Range Transportation Plan, Transit Development Plan, 

Transportation Improvement Plan, and Comprehensive Plan and with any applicable subarea master plans and visions 
 Existing and historical traffic counts 
 Proposed use(s) for the right-of-way after the lane is eliminated (e.g., widened sidewalks, bicycle lanes, landscaping, on-

street parking, and transit lanes) 
 Existing right-of-way width and any proposed changes to the right-of-way width 
 Anticipated change (if any) in jurisdictional responsibility for ownership or maintenance of the roadway 
 Plan for obtaining input and review from businesses, residents, and other stakeholders 
 Plan for receiving endorsement from elected officials 
 Initial (qualitative) assessment of impacts to the regional transportation system and community impacts: 

 Traffic pattern and circulation changes 
 Neighborhood impacts 
 Changes in peak period levels of congestion 
 Consistency with redevelopment plans 
 Site access impacts 
 Impacts on transit service (e.g., re-routing and relocation of bus stops) 
 Impacts on trucks and designated truck routes 

 Ideas for funding sources 
 Potential implementation strategy 

 



 

   

At the Initial Meeting, District reviewers will identify any challenges that may make it infeasible for the applicant to proceed with 
the proposed lane elimination project.  If no such challenges are identified, District reviewers at the Initial Meeting will prepare a 
list of elements for the applicant to analyze in detail and provide to the District in the form of a concept report.  The concept report 
will be discussed at the Interim Meeting in Stage 2.  The District Coordinator will also send notice to Central Office (Public 
Involvement Office) that the District has been contacted about a lane elimination proposal.  The District Coordinator will provide a 
summary of the Initial Meeting as well as the list of elements to be addressed in Stage 2 to the applicant and to the District 
reviewers. 
 
If the affected roadway segment is part of a corridor for which premium transit service is planned or if the eliminated lane is 
intended to be dedicated to transit, additional requirements may apply.  If a jurisdictional transfer of the roadway is part of the 
project, additional requirements will apply.  These additional requirements will be discussed at the Initial Meeting. 
 

STAGE 2:  INTERIM MEETING AND CONCEPT REPORT 
 

Goal District Deliverable(s) Notice Requirement 

Obtain a detailed 
evaluation of the 
proposed lane elimination 
project from the applicant 
and provide review 
comments. 

 Consolidated review comments 
 Interim Meeting summary 
 List of conditions to be met for approval of lane elimination 

application 
 Correspondence stating if FDOT is receptive to the concept and 

advancing to the formal application in Stage 3 

Send notice to Central Office 
(Public Involvement Office) that 
the District has received and 
reviewed a concept report 
supporting a proposed lane 
elimination project. 

 
The purpose of the Interim Meeting is to discuss the results of the detailed analysis conducted by the applicant following the Initial 
Meeting.  The applicant will provide a complete concept report that summarizes this analysis to the District Coordinator no less 
than two weeks in advance of the Interim Meeting so that District reviewers have adequate opportunity to review the report.  
District reviewers' comments on the concept report will be consolidated by the District Coordinator in advance of the Interim 
Meeting and shared at the meeting for the purposes of discussion. 
 
The concept report requirements and the items to be discussed at the Interim Meeting will be identified at the Initial Meeting.  The 
following elements, along with the supporting documents for the items discussed at the initial meeting, will be required for all 
concept reports: 
 

 Conceptual design plans (including proposed typical sections) that meet FDOT design standards for all transportation modes 
 Need for any design variations or exceptions 
 Near- and long-term traffic forecasts with and without the proposed project (with changes in travel patterns clearly shown) 
 Near- and long-term level of service (LOS) and queuing analyses for intersections and segments in the impact area 



 

   

 Mitigation to address any significant and adverse LOS impacts on State roads and the regional transportation system 
resulting from the lane elimination 

 Impact on pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (e.g.,  sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and multi-use paths) and connectivity 
 Impact on transit routes and/or transit stop locations (including appropriateness of turn radii and lane widths) 
 Impact on trucks and designated truck routes (including appropriateness of turn radii and lane widths and possible 

relocation of designated truck routes) 
 Crash analysis 

 Crash data and summary (five years of crash data for pedestrian/bicycle crashes and three years of crash data for all 
other types of crashes) 

 Identification of high-crash locations (by crash type) and locations on FDOT's 5% list (i.e., the list of the 5% of segments 
with the highest number of crashes) 

 Estimate of the potential increase or decrease in crashes using Crash Modification Factors (CMFs) from the Highway 
Safety Manual, CMFs from the Federal Highway Administration CMF website, or other appropriate methodologies 

 Conceptual funding plan (including cost estimates and funding sources) 
 Conceptual implementation plan (including an implementation schedule and a list of the commitments that the applicant 

will make in support of the lane elimination proposal) 
 
The following elements may be required for a given concept report: 
 

 Existing posted speed and desired posted speed after the lane elimination 
 Evacuation Route impacts 
 The need to add, remove, or modify traffic signals 
 Impacts on school crossing locations and/or midblock pedestrian crossing locations 
 Impact on parking supply 
 Case-specific special considerations (e.g., railroad crossing improvements) 

 
Following discussion of District reviewers' comments on the concept report, District staff and the applicant will jointly determine if 
further analysis is needed.  A follow-up meeting may be scheduled by the District Coordinator to resolve outstanding comments and 
concerns. 
 
The District may opt to provide informal conceptual approval at this stage. Conceptual approval is not formal approval of the 
proposed lane elimination. It is simply a statement that the District is receptive to moving forward to Stage 3 and does not object to 
the applicant’s project as a concept.  Further analysis to address District reviewers' comments and concerns may be required in 
support of a formal application for lane elimination. 
 
At the conclusion of the Interim Meeting, the District Coordinator will send notice to Central Office (Public Involvement Office) that 
a concept report for a proposed lane elimination project has been received and reviewed by the District.  The District Coordinator 



 

   

will also provide a summary of the Interim Meeting to the applicant and to the District reviewers.  The summary will include a list of 
items to be addressed before the District will approve a formal application for lane elimination in Stage 3. 
 

STAGE 3:  FORMAL APPLICATION 
 

Goal District Deliverable(s) Notice Requirement 

Approve (or deny) the 
application for lane elimination. 

 Approval (or denial) 
letter 

Send notice to Central Office (Secretary) that the District has 
reviewed a formal application for lane elimination and is 
recommending approval (or denial) of the application. 

 
In Stage 3, the applicant submits the following documents to the District Coordinator: 
 

 Formal application requesting the lane elimination 
 Resolution documenting project approval by the appropriate city or county body (e.g., commission resolution or formal 

letter) 
 Documentation that public involvement activities were noticed and occurred 
 Summary of concerns and supportive comments that were voiced at the public meeting(s) or provided through written 

communication to the applicant, along with discussion of how any concerns were addressed 
 Final concept report (as applicable) 
 Final funding plan (as applicable) 
 Final implementation plan (as applicable) 

The District Coordinator will review the formal application and supporting documents, with input from District staff as needed.  The 
District will send notice to Central Office (Secretary) that the applicant has submitted an application for lane elimination, it has been 
reviewed by the District, and the District has made a recommendation for approval (or denial).  After receiving approval from the 
Secretary, the District Coordinator will inform the applicant that the application for lane elimination has been approved (or denied).  
A before-and-after study or a pilot implementation of the concept may be a condition of approval of the application. 
 

PROCESS SUMMARY 
 
The flowchart below summarizes the three-stage Lane Elimination Review and Approval Process. 
  



 

   

  

  

Start 

Stage 1 (Initial Meeting) 

End 

Is technical  
report adequate? 

Applicant revises report.  
Follow-up meetings occur 

as necessary. 

Are fatal flaws 
identified? 

Stage 2 (Interim Meeting) 

Stage 3 (Formal Application) 

Does application 
satisfy approval 
prerequisites? 

Applicant revises 
application to meet 

approval prerequisites. 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Approve application (possibly 
with conditions). 
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FDOT DISTRICT SEVEN 
DRAFT LANE REDUCTION PROCESS AND REQUEST FORM 
 
The District Seven Lane Reduction Process includes an initial meeting with the applicant wherein the applicant receives the Lane 
Reduction Request Form. Based on the initial meeting and the form, a methodology is developed for a report to be submitted to 
District Seven for review. The initial meeting also requests that the applicant undertake public involvement activities and 
coordinate with the MPO, neighboring jurisdictions, and other relevant agencies. 
 
 

  



 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

   

  



 

   

 

  



 

   

  





 

 

APPENDIX C:  MICHIGAN DOT PROCESS 
  



 

 

  



 

   

MICHIGAN DOT 
LANE REDUCTION POLICY AND PROCESS 
 
The Michigan FHWA Division Office issued a 2009 memo on the Michigan Operation Manual providing policy guidance on 
conversion of 4 to 3 lane facilities signed by the Division administrator. In sum, it indicates willingness to approve road diets on the 
federal aid system for roadways up to 15,000 vpd without further study, provided that proactive public involvement activities 
preceded the request, and it also indicated a willingness to consider road diets on higher use facilities up to and beyond 20,000 vpd 
provided that proactive public involvement also occurred and that study determined there was no significant deterioration in 
service flow quality of intersections in, or adjacent to, the road diet. The memo also clearly recognizes that it does not exempt these 
projects from review by the interagency work group in non-attainment and maintenance areas or from environmental clearances or 
other project reviews. 
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CITY OF SUNNYVALE (CALIFORNIA) 
LANE REDUCTION PROCESS AND EVALUATION SUMMARY 
 

 
 

—"Report to Mayor and Council," City of Sunnyvale, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC), August 20, 2012 
 
[Other assessments included in a typical BPAC report are environmental review, fiscal impact, and public contact.  An evaluation 
summary table may be prepared for lane elimination requests as well.] 
 
[The following language is from the City's General Plan.] 
 
Policy LT-5.5 Support a variety of transportation modes. 

 
LT-5.5a Promote alternate modes of travel to the automobile. 
 
LT-5.5b Require sidewalk installation in subdivisions of land and in new, reconstructed, or expanded development. 
 
LT-5.5c Support land uses that increase the likelihood of travel mode split. 
 
LT-5.5d Maximize the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
 
LT-5.5e Implement the City of Sunnyvale Bicycle Plan. 
 
LT-5.5f Support an efficient and effective paratransit service and transportation facilities for people with special transportation 
needs. 
 
LT-5.5g Ensure safe and efficient pedestrian and bicycle connections to neighborhood transit stops. 



 

   

 
LT-5.5h Work to improve bus service within the City, including linkages to rail. 
 

Policy LT-5.6 Minimize expansion of the current roadway system, which maximizing opportunities for alternative 
transportation systems and related programs. 

 
LT-5.6a Develop clear, safe and convenient linkages between all modes of travel; including access to transit stations and stops 
and connections between work, home and commercial sites. 
 
LT-5.6b Promote public and private transportation demand management. 
 

Policy LT-5.7 Pursue local, state and federal transportation funding sources to finance City transportation capital 
improvement projects consistent with City priorities. 

 
LT-5.7a Develop alternatives and recommendations for funding mechanisms to finance the planned transportation system. 
 
LT-5.7b Develop a funding mechanism where new and existing land uses equitably participate in transportation system 
improvements. 
 

Policy LT-5.8 Provide a safe and comfortable system of pedestrian and bicycle pathways. 
 
Policy LT-5.9 Appropriate accommodations for motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians shall be determined for City 
streets to increase the use of bicycles for transportation and to enhance the safety and efficiency of the overall street 
network for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles. 
 
Policy LT-5.10 All modes of transportation shall have safe access to City streets. 
 
Policy LT-5.11 The City should consider enhancing standards for pedestrian facilities. 
 
Policy LT-5.12 City streets are public space dedicated to the movement of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. Providing safe 
accommodation for all transportation modes takes priority over non-transport uses. Facilities that meet minimum 
appropriate safety standards for transport uses shall be considered before non-transport uses are considered. 
 
Policy LT-5.13 Parking is the storage of transportation vehicles and shall not be considered a transport use. 
 
Policy LT-5.14 Historical precedence for street space dedicated for parking shall be a lesser consideration than providing 
street space for transportation uses when determining the appropriate future use of street space. 



 

   

 
Policy LT-5.15 Parking requirements for private development shall apply to off-street parking only. 

 
LT-5.15a Incentives to offset impacts of roadway changes to non-transportation users shall be considered when retrofitting 
roadways. 
 

Policy LT-5.16 When decisions on the configuration of roadway space are made, staff shall present options, including at a 
minimum an option that meets minimum safety-related design standards for motor vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. 
 
Policy LT-5.17 Bike retrofit projects shall be evaluated based on the merits of each project in the context of engineering 
and planning criteria. 

 
LT-5.17a The City shall maintain engineering and planning criteria with respect to roadway geometry, collisions, travel speed, 
motor vehicle traffic volume, and parking supply and demand (on and off street) to guide decisions on the provision of bike 
lanes. 
 

Policy LT-5.18 The City Council shall make the final decisions on roadway space reconfiguration when roadway 
reconfiguration will result in changes to existing accommodations. 
 
Policy LT-5.19 Public input on roadway space reconfiguration shall be encouraged and presented independently of 
technical engineering and planning analyses. 
 
Policy LT-5.20 If street configurations do not meet minimum design and safety standards for all users , than 
standardization for all users shall be priority. 
 
Policy LT-5.21 Safety considerations of all modes shall take priority over capacity considerations of any one mode. 

 
LT-5.21a For each roadway space retrofit project, a bike and pedestrian safety study shall be included in the staff report to 
evaluate the route in question. 

 
  



 

   

[Evaluation Example 1:  Duane Avenue] 
 

 
 

 
 



 

   

 
  



 

   

[Evaluation Example 2:  Remington Drive] 
 

 

 
 

 
 



 

   

  



 

   

[Evaluation Example 3:  Pastoria Avenue] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

   

  



 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

   

 
  



 

   

 

  



 

 

APPENDIX E:  FDOT DISTRICT FIVE CONCEPTUAL PROCESS 
  



 

 

 



 

   

FDOT DISTRICT FIVE 
CONCEPTUAL LANE REDUCTION PROCESS 
 
FDOT Mission 
 
The Department will provide a safe transportation system that: 
 

 Ensures the mobility of people and goods 
 Enhances economic prosperity 
 Preserves the quality of our environment and communities 

 
It is assumed that the goals of consideration of dedicating a FDOT lane (existing or proposed) to transit use are the following: 
 

 Ascertain whether a dedicated transit lane project is accomplishing the stated and demonstrated  goals of a local 
community/municipality/region (C/M/R). 

 Ascertain whether it is accomplishing those goals in a manner that is consistent with the Department’s mission. 
 Work with communities to refine their projects to accomplish community goals in a manner that is consistent with the 

Department’s mission. 
 
Conceptual Framework 
 
With the above goals in mind, then the following might be a framework to consider: 
 

1. Community Commitment ‒ Determine if the request is truly consistent with the goals, commitments, and actions of the 
C/M/R. 

2. Technical Analyses ‒ Perform technical analyses in order to determine the mobility feasibility of the request, regardless of 
existing/proposed roadway configuration and operational plans. 

3. Implementation Feasibility ‒ If 1 and 2 result in positive answers, then evaluate the implementation feasibility of the 
request. 

 
In reviewing any proposals, a multi-disciplined team of traffic, roadway design, transit, and community planning experts should be 
assembled. Team members should be experienced in urban transportation and community development issues. 
 
Step 1:  Community Commitment 
 
The following questions will illuminate the C/M/R’s seriousness and commitment to the request: 



 

   

 
 Have the C/M/R officials jointly supported the request in a transparent manner by means of a leadership body 

recommendation or similar action? 
 What is the existing transit ridership and has the ridership trend been increasing? 
 Are the existing and/or proposed land uses consistent with increasing transit ridership potential? 
 Are the transit-supportive land uses in an adopted comprehensive plan? 
 Is the requested transit service in the C/M/R adopted long range transit plan and/or the transit agency’s vision plan or TDP? 
 Are the C/M/R’s adopted LOS standards consistent with the requested operational scenario? 

 
Step 2:  Technical Analyses 
 
Utilizing the C/M/R’s adopted land uses determine that corridor’s existing and future person trip demands: 
 

 Develop the roadway configuration scenarios and concepts of operations for evaluation.  Ensure they are each generally 
feasible for consideration 

 Then for each scenario evaluate and consider the following: 
 Existing and future roadway capacities under existing and proposed conditions 
 Delay analyses: existing and proposed conditions 
 Calculate person throughput; short-term and long-term 
 Calculate LOS; short-term and long-term 
 Traffic impacts on adjacent roadways; short-term and long-term 

‒ If the impacts extend beyond the C/M/R jurisdiction, ensure the adjacent C/M/R is supportive of the request and is 
prepared to support is inclusion into the MPO’s long range transportation plan 

 
Note:  If the technical analyses do not demonstrate the metrics required to accomplish the C/M/R’s request, provide guidance and 
milestones that might strengthen the validity of their request (i.e., land use densities, person trip demand, etc.). 
 
Step 3:  Implementation Feasibility 
 
If the C/M/R has demonstrated seriousness in their commitment to the resulting roadway configuration scenario(s) and concept(s) 
of operation and the request has proven to be technically feasible, then the C/M/R will need to develop a plan that will lead to the 
adoption into the MPO long range transportation plan, as well as a resulting project financing plan. 
 

 Identifying and securing funding for the detailed planning and engineering will be the first step 
 



Ameera F. Sayeed, AICP, GISP
District Growth and Development/Modeling Supervisor

FDOT District Two

Jacksonville Urban Offi  ce

2198 Edison Avenue MS 2806

Jacksonville, Florida 32204

Offi  ce: (904) 360-5647

ameera.sayeed@dot.state.fl .us

For additional information or questions, contact:

Derek Dixon
District Two Bicycle/Pedestrian and ADA Coordinator

Offi  ce: 904.360.5653

Derek.Dixon@dot.state.fl .us


	01 - Executive Summary
	02 - Introduction
	03 - Existing Conditions
	04 - Level of Service Analysis
	05 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Demand
	06 - Crash and Safety Analysis
	07 - Gap Prioritization
	Appendices
	Appendix A - High Resolution Districtwide Maps
	Appendix B - Alachua Countywide Bicycle Master Plan
	Appendix C - First Coast Greenways & Trails Master Plan
	Appendix D - Technical Reference for Level of Service
	Appendix E1 - FDOT Complete Street - September 17, 2014
	Appendix E2 - FDOT Roadway Design Bulletin 14-17
	Appendix E3 - FDOT Lane Elimnation Guidance




